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Current Topics. 


Judicial Rabbit-hutches. 


We suoutp hardly have thought that the success of the 
wooden erection in the Central Hall of the Royal Courts afforded 
much incentive to a multiplication of similar absurdities, but we 
learn that “two substantial, but temporary, courts” are to be 
erected in the Judges’ Quadrangle. As they are to be ready for 
use at the commencement of the Hilary Sittings, their extremely 
“ substantial” nature may be surmised. The noise which rendered 
the hutch in the Central Hall unendurable will be avoided in the 
new structures, but probably at the cost of severe chills to the 
judge and others present in the court, who will, moreover, prob- 
ably have to work in semi-darkness. Why, we should like ‘to 
know, has not the idea of a judicial caravan for Mr. Justice Eve 
occurred to the authorities? He is quite accustomed to that kind 
of habitation, and could readily be conveyed by a couple of stout 
horses to administer justice at the suitors’ doors. 


The Much Puffed Office. 

THERE was a revival last week of the strange spectacle of a 
Government Office eagerly touting for business. Judging from 
the procedure on the previous occasion, we should imagine that a 
circular had been issued to each of the London daily papers inviting 
them to send a “ representative” to hear and take down, and present 
to their readers, what the Public Trustee had to soy about his 
office. The newspapers appear to have, generally speaking, responded 
to the invitation. In case of their imperfect appreciation of the 
information afforded them, the Public Trustee—following the 
example of wine merchants, tobacconists, and others, who have 
rather unsaleable “ job lots ” on hand—had thoughtfully prepared a 
neat little pamphlet setting forth in detail the manifold advantages 
of his wares. This, the newspaper interviewers were informed, 
would be sent post free to any one who applied for it. In the 
course of the interview the Public Trustee is reported to have 
said that the costs of administration of a £20,000 estate by his 
office would be £10 a year. But the point which appears to 
have most impressed the reporters was the immortality of the 
Public Trustee. “The Public Trustee,” said Mr. StewaRt, 
“is an immortal person, He will never die.” Accordingly, we 
find in one journal head-lines prefixed to the account of the 
interview in true transatlantic fashion: “Mr. C. J. Stewanr 
explains duties of his new post: An ‘immortal -person.’” ‘We 
are disposed to wonder how many testators or beveficiuries will 
be tempted to entrust the control of trust funds to an office 
which seems to require so much self-commendation. 
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Workmen’s Compensation Agreements, 


Tue Cover or Appgat (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer 
Movutron and Farwett, L.JJ.) have rejected in Johnston v. Mew, 
Langton, § Co. (Times, 12th inst.) the apparently hopeless con- 
tention that no appeal will lie from the order of a county court 
judge to register a memorandum of a workmen’s compensation 
agreement; the contention being based upon the ground that the 
judge in making the order is acting in a ministerial capacity. The 
registration of agreements by which the amount of compensation 
is ascertained is provided for by clause 8 of Schedule II. of the 
Act of 1897 (now clause 9 of Schedule II. to the Act of 1906), and 
upon a memorandum of the agreement being registered, it is 
enforceable as a county court judgment. But the registrar can 
only register it on being satisfied of its genuineness. The rules 
provide that if this is disputed, the memorandum cannot be 
registered except with the consent in writing of the party 
disputing it or by order of the judge. In the case in question a 
memorandum of agreement was tendered for registration on the 
workman’s behalf, but was disputed by the employer. The 
matter was heard with witnesses by the county court judge, who 
held that there was an implied agreement and ordered the 
memorandum to be registered. The Divisional Court held that 
this order was subject to appeal, and, there being no evidence to 
support it, it was reversed. On both points the Court of 
Appeal have taken the same view. It was contended that 
the judge’s functions under Schedule II. were purely ministerial, 
and that the rules which provided for a judicial inquiry into 
the validity of the disputed agreement were wulird vires. It 
would be singular, however, if the judge were relegated to the 
position of a mere adviser of the registrar in regard to such a 
matter as the genuineness of an alleged agreement. This is 
eminently a question for judicial decision, and the rules carry 
out the purpose of the schedule by so treating it. Consequently 
they are intra vires, and the order of the judge was subject to 
appeal under section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888. 


Stockbrokers and Double Commission. 

A number of letters haverecently appeared in thefinancial papers 
on the question whether stockbrokers should be entitled to earn 
what is called ‘‘ double commission ”—in other words, whether in 
the execution of an order the broker should be limited to finding 
a market among the jobbers of the Stock Exchange, or whether, 
where opportunity offers, he may deal directly with another 
a In dealing with jobbers on the Stock Exchange the 

roker receives only one commission, that payable by his client, 
but where he deals directly with another principal, instead of a 
jobber, he is accustomed to receive a commission from the 
second principal, which he considers as the compensation for the 
extra risk in executing the business outside the jurisdiction 
of the committee and the extra duties involved in completing the 
transaction on behalf of both buyer and seller. The legal view 
of the transaction is involved in some doubt. Instructions to a 
stockbroker engaged in a particular market to buy or sell would 
prima facie mean that he must buy or sell in that market and 
according to its rules and usages. Even apart from the question 
of whether the client has suffered any disadvantage from the 
broker having dealt outside the Stock Exchange, it would 
not be reasonable that the client should lose the full 
benefit of ascertained rules and the enforcement of 
the transaction by the disciplinary body of the particular 
market. This being the law, the client could repudiate 
@ transaction effected outside the Stock Exchange, and in 
many cases would do so if the market had gone against 
him. The difficulty could, of course, be got over by the broker 
obtaining beforehand the consent of his client to a dealing 
outside the Stock Exchange. With regard to double com- 
mission, it is unnecessary to say that under ordinary circum- 
stances an agent employed to sell who takes a commission from 
the purchaser is guilty of a breach of duty, and is liable to 
refund the commission to his principal. It is suggested that a 
stockbroker is in an exceptional position, and that it may often be 
for the benefit of his client that he should deal outside the 
Stock Exchange and be allowed to earn a double commission. 
But, however this may be, there seems no sufficient reason why 
the broker should not in every case obtain leave from his client 
to receive an emolument which is not favoured by the law. 


Income Tax and Companies Registered Abroad, 

THE position of London as a financial and business centre 
leads many companies to adopt it as their headquarters, but it 
seems that they cannot have this advantage without subjecting 
themselves to the payment of income tax in this country on their 
entire profits. Whether the imposition of such a liability is 
either just or expedient may be open to question. The 
probability is that the company is really subjected to a double 
income tax, one here and one abroad, and this is an undue 
burden on commerce. But as to the legal liability there 
appears to be no doubt, and a further decision enforcing it 
has been given by the Court of Appeal in New Zealand Shipping 
Co. (Limited) v. Stephens (ante, p. 113). A person resident 
here who is interested in a foreign business, but who takes no 
part in its management, is saved from assessment on his entire 
share of the profits, and under the rule adopted in Colquhoun y, 
Brooks (14 App. Cas. 493) he is liable only in respect of so much 
of the profits as are received in this country. But if he takes an 
active part in the management, then the business, so far as he is 
concerned, is carried on in this country, and he must pay on his 
entire share in the profits; and the same consideration applies 
where a corporation, whose head office is in England, controls a 
business carried on abroad: San Paulo Railway Co. v. Carter 
(1896, A. C, 31). And to produce this result the company 
need not be registered here. The test of liability is residence, 
and a company resides for purposes of income tax where its real 
business is carried on, and the real business is carried on where 
the central management and control actually abides: per Lord 
Loresurn, C., in De Beers Mines v. Howe (1906, A. C. 455) 
This test, of course, reduces it to a question of fact in each case 
where the actual management is situated. In the De Beers case 
the company had boards of direetors in London and in Kimberley, 
Cape Colony, but the London board were predominant, and the 
company’s contracts for the disposal of the produce of its diamond 
mines were in general made and executed here. It was accord- 
ingly held that the company resided here and was liable to pay 
income tax on its entire profits. In New Zealand Shipping 
Co. y. Stephens (supra) the result, as determined by Bray, J, 
and the Court of Appeal, was the same. The company was 
registered in New Zealand, and there were London and New 
Zealand boards of directors, which were for certain purposes 
distinct ; but, according to the facts as found by the commissioners, 
the ultimate management rested with the London board, and this 
carried liability to income tax here. 


Twenty Years’ Enjoyment of Light. 

WE NorTIceD recently (ante, p. 40) the decision of Parker, J., 
in Ayman v. Van den Bergh (1907, 2 Ch. 516) that the twenty 
years required under the Prescription Act, 1833, to confer an 
absolute title to a right to light must be reckoned back from the 
date when an action has been brought to dispute the right. 
Consequently, until such action is brought, no title to the right 
arises under the Act, however long the actual enjoyment of it may 
have continued. And this result has been affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal (ante, p. 114). So far, indeed, as the matter depends 
on section 3 of the Prescription Act, a twenty years’ enjoyment at 
any time would confer the right, provided, of course, that it was 
not enjoyed by some consent or agreement in writing, and hence 
expressions have sometimes been used which imply that twenty 
years’ enjoyment gives an indefeasible right. But this period, 
like the periods of twenty and forty years specified by section 2 
for the primd facie and indefeasible acquisition respectively of 
rights of way and other easements, is to be reckoned in the manner 
defined by section 4; that is, it is to be “the period next before 
some suit or action wherein the claim or matter to which such 
period may relate shall have been or shall be brought into question.” 
This mode of computation was adopted in the common law courts 
as regards rights of way soon after the passing of the Prescription 
Act (Parker v. Mitchell, 11 A. & E. 788), though in Chancery 
twenty years’ enjoyment at any time was held to make @ 
right to light indefeasible: Ladyman v. Grave (L. R. 6 Ch 
763). But Lord MacsacurTen called attention to the correct 
construction of the statute in Colls v. Home and Colonial 
Stores (1904, A. C. 179), where he pointed out that it was 
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290), that twenty years’ enjoyment gave an absolute and inde- 
feasible right to light. “No doubt section 3 says so in terms, 
but section 4 must be read in connection with section 3; and if 
the two sections are read together, it will be seen that the period 
is not a period in gross, but a period next before some action or 
suit wherein the claim or matter to which such period may 
relate shall have been or shall be brought in question. 
Unless and until the claim or matter is thus brought in 
question, no absolute or indefeasible right can arise under 
the Act.” This view, which was not required for the deci- 
sion in Colls’ case, has been adopted by the Court of Appeal 
in Hyman v. Van den Bergh (supra), and it follows that a pre- 
scriptive right to light, unless it can be established apart from the 
Act, is never safe unless it is disputed. Until vested by the com- 
mencement of an action it is only inchoate, and the possibility of 
its ripening into an actual right can be destroyed by an inuter- 
ruption for more than a year, or by the occupier entering into a 
written agreement for its enjoyment with the owner of the 
servient tenement. In the present case the right was lost in the 
latter way. 


Mortgagee's Right to Take Possession of Ship. 


THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in The Manor (1907, 
P. 339) is an important authority on the circumstances under 
which a mortgagee of a ship can enter into possession, although 
there h»s been no actual default under the terms of the mortgage. 
The test is the same as that which has been applied in deter- 
mining the validity of a charter-party entered into by the 
mortgagor while in possession. Does the dealing of the mort- 
gagor with the ship imperil the mortgagee’s security? ‘This test 
was laid down by Lord Westsury, C., in Collins v. Lamport 
(34 L. J. Ch. 196). The mortgagor in possession retains 
the statutory authority to be treated as owner so long as 
his dealings with the ship “are consistent with the sufficiency 
of the mortgagee’s security—so long as those dealings do 
not materially prejudice and detract from, or impair the 
sufficiency of, the security comprised in the mortgage.”’ And it 
was applied by Jzung, P., and the Court of Appeal, in The 
Heather Bell (1901, P. 148, 272), though in that case it was held 
that the charter in question, which had been made by the 
mortgagor in possession, did not prejudice the mortgagee’s 
security, and was therefore binding on him. A different result 
was arrived at in Law Guarantee Society v. Russian Bank for 
Foreign Trade (1905, 1 K. B. 815), where the ship had been 
chartered to carry contraband and was not insured against war 
risks. But, apart from the making of charters which may 
operate to the prejudice of the mortgagee, the mortgagor may 
in other ways so manage the ship as to diminish the value of 
the security. Especially is this the case where the mortgagor 
has not the means to finance the ship, and starts her on a distant 
voyage trusting to the credit which the ship herself can obtain. 
This means that as she goes from port to port she incurs an 
increasing load of debt for coals, repairs, and other charges, all 
of which are, in foreign ports, secured by maritime liens, which 
take precedence of the mortgage, and the value of the ship as a 
security to the mortgagee is correspondingiy diminished. Con- 
sequently one of the chief risks which a mortgagee of a ship has 
to face is the possibility that, when he is forced to realize 
his security, he will find the gross proceeds substantially 
reduced by this accumulation of prior liens. In The Manor 
(supra) the Court of Appeal had to consider the rights of 
the mortgagee under such circumstances, ‘In our view,” said 
Lord ALverstong, C.J., “there is only one question in the case, 
viz., what are the rights of the mortgagee if he finds the vessel is 
going to be sailed on charter-parties by an impecunious mortgagor 
and on credit?” And it was answered by saying that the mort- 
gagee was entitled to intervene and take possession, so as to stop 
the consequent impairment of his security, notwithstanding that 
there had been no actual default under its terms. 


Foreign and Colonial Judgments. 

In Emanuel vy. Symon (1907, 1 K. B. 235) the plaintiffs sued 
the defendant on a judgment obtained by them against him in 
the Supreme Court of Western Australia. The defendant and 
the plaintiffs had formerly been partners in a mining venture, 





and the mine had been owned by the partners. At the time of 
the action being commenced in Western Australia, and through- 
out its continuance, the defendant had been away from Western 
Australia, and he had never appeared in the action nor sub- 
mitted to the jurisdiction of the Western Australian court. The 
action in the King’s Bench —— on the yee oo poignant 
heard by Cuannz.t, J., without a jury, and judgment was given 
for the "plaintiffs The learned judge held that the defendant, 
by having owned real ——- in the jurisdiction of the West- 
ern Australian court, and b ming a member of a partnership 
carrying on its business within that jurisdiction, was amenable to, 
and had impliedly submitted to, the jurisdiction of the Colonial 
court. On appeal, this decision has been reversed by the Court 
of Appeal (Zimes, 18th November, 1907), each of the grounds 
relied on by Cuannett, J., being held untenable. With respect 
to the first ground, that the ownership of real property within 
the territorial jurisdiction of the Colonial court conferred on 
that court personal jurisdiction over the defendant, it was pointed 
out in the judgment of the Oourt of Appeal that the case of 
Becquet v. Mac Carthy (1831, 2 B, & Ad. 951) can no longer be 
regarded as an authority for this position, after the decision of 
the Privy Council in Sirdar Gurdyal Singh v. Rajah of Faridkhote 
(1894, A. 0. 670). With respect to the second ground, that the 
contract of partnership rendered the defendant amenable to the 
local jurisdiction, the Court of Appeal held that this was not so, 
and distinguished the case of Copin v. Adamson (1874, L. R. 9 
Ex. 345, 1 Ex. D. 17) as being one in which the defendant had 
to be bound by the decisions of the foreign 
(French) tribunal. The defendant, therefore, in the present case 
was held not to be bound by the judgment of the 
court of Western Australia obtained against him in his 
absence. It is part of the accepted order of things that the 
judgment of a British court out of the United Kingtom should 
treated as a “foreign” judgment, but it certainly does seem 
somewhat strange that a British subject, being in all parts of 
the British dominions a subject of his Majesty the King, should 
not also be amenable in all parts of the King’s dominions to all 
the King’s courts. The fact is the word “foreign,” as applied 
to the judgment of a Colonial court, has not precisely the same 
meaning as when we speak of a “ foreign” country—like France, 
Spain, &c. The judgments of a Colonial court are foreign, not 
because the court administers foreign law, nor because the 
territory is under a foreign ruler, but merely because the Legis- 
lature that makes the laws, and the courts that interpret the 
laws, are not the Legislature and courts that make and interpret 
law for England. The Empire consists of a number of territorial 
divisions, each of which (and there are more than eighty) has 
its own legislative and judicial machinery. In so far as the law 
for each of these territorial divisions, as made and interpreted 
in each of them, is applicable only within its territorial limits, 
each of these divisions is “foreign” to the others. This is one 
of the principal differences between the British Empire and the 
Roman Empire with which it is frequently compared. The 
Roman Empire consisted of different provinces under one 
sovereignty—in fact as well as theory. 


Laws for the Repression of Drunkenness. 


THE staTEMenT that there has been this year a large decrease 
in the sales of whisky and spirituous liquors which usually take 
place in anticipation of Christmas is, it is to be hoped, some 
evidence of the progress of temperance in this country. How 
far this temperance is affected by legislation has always been a 
question of difficulty. It is not easy to compare the habits of 
Englishmen in the days of James I. with those which prevail at 
the present day, but there can be no doubt that in the reign 
of that monarch, whose own reputation for sobriety was in no 
way remarkable, strenuous efforts were made to repress drunken- 
ness by coercive legislation. We have, first, 2 Jac. 1,¢. 9: An 
Act to restrain the inordinate haunting and tippling in inns, 
alehouses, and other victualling houses, which recites inns 
were not meant for entertainment and harbouring of lewd and 
idle people to spend and consume their money and their time in 
lewd and drunken manner; 4 Jac. 1, c. 4, for the better 
repressing of alehouses, whereof the multitudes and abuses have 
been and are found intolerable, and still do and are like to 
increase ; 4 Jac. 1, c. 5, for repressing the odious and loathsome 
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sin of drunkenness, which recites that this vice had of late 
grown into common use within the realm, being the root and 
foundation of many otber enormous sins, to the overthrow of 
many good arts and manual trades, the disabling of divers 
workmen, and the general impoverishing of many good 
subjects; and the 21 Jac. 1, c. 7: An Act for the better 
repressing of drunkenness and restraining the inordinate haunt- 
ing of inns, alehouses, and other victualling houses. Nearly 
three hundred years have passed since the making of these 
statutes, which are stated to have been found by experience to 
be “‘ good and necessary laws.’ It is possible that the present 
reign may be as prolific as that of James in enactments for the 
promotion of sobriety, and lawyers will follow the working of 
these enactments with interest, and form their conclusions as to 
the extent to which human conduct may be permanently affected 
by penal laws. 


Can a Contract be Implied from the Mere 
Appointment of an Officer? 

In tHE case of Wright v. Marquis of Zetland, which was 
before the Court of Appeal on the 6th of November, a scheme 
made under the Endowed Schools Act, 1869, with regard to an 
endowed school provided that the foundation should be ad- 
ministered by a body of governors, who should appoint the 
head master of the school, and that the head master should have 
the sole power of appointing, and might “at pleasure ’”’ dismiss, 
all assistant masters in the school. An assistant master having 
brought an action against the governors in respect of his dis- 
missal by the head master without notice, the court held that the 
action was not maintainable against the governors, and Vava@uan 
Wiu1ams, L.J., added that he had grave doubts whether there 
was any contract at all for the employment of the 
assistant master. This opinion was probably a surprise to many, 
who would be disposed to think that a contract to pay the 
master’s salary would be implied from his appointment. But 
it is not the first time that a court has expressed its opinion that 
no contract arises from the mere appointment to a statutory office. 
An authority by statute to appoint officers and to fix the salary 
cannot he extended to mean that those who appoint shall agree 
to pay the salary, and the remedy of the person appointed is to 
take proceedings by mandamus, or otherwise to have the funds 
sdaek under the Act applied to the payment of what is due to 
him. This remedy may be somewhat inconvenient, but there 
would be little justice in making those who are merely ac‘ing as 
ministerial officials subject to a personal liability as upon a 
breach of contract. 








Commercial Travellers—Their 


Rights and Liabilities. 


In recent years several cases have been decided in the courts 
touching the rights and liabilities of commercial travellers, and 
a selection of these may probably be of interest to some members 
of the profession. 

In well-drawn agreements it is usual to define the period for 
which a traveller is to be employed, and the mode in which 
the agreement is to be determined, as frequent litigation has 
arisen in consequence of such omission. But in the absence 
of such pre-arrangement as to the period of the engagement 
and notice for terminating it, by the custom of trade travellers 
are entitled to give or receive three months’ notice to terminate 
their agreement: Grunder v. Master (1 T. L. R. 205). A 
contract of employment entered into with a firm by a com- 
mercial traveller is determined by the death of one of the part- 
ners, and the surviving partner is under no obligation to con- 
tinue the agent in his employ: asker y. Shepherd (6 H. & N. 
575), Burnet v. Hope (9 Ontario Reports 10). It is usual, 
therefore, to insert a clause that the agreement shall not be 
affected by any change in the firm of the employers while they 
or their successors carry on the business. 

As is well known, travellers are paid by salary, or by com- 
mission, or by both, inclusive or exclusive of their travelling 
expenses. And if a traveller, by his contract, expressly agrees 
to pay his own expenses, it has been held that he has no right 
to pledge the credit. of his employers for the hire of vehicles 
used on his journeys: Johnston v. Reading (9 T. L. R. 200). 








The decisions of the court have, in several cases, turned upon 
the construction of the particular agreements entered into. For 
instance, in one case, a traveller was employed by a shirt and 
cuff manufacturer for a term of five years, aud was to obtain 
orders for the various goods manufactured or sold by him, 
Before the expiration of that period the employer's factory wag 
burnt down, and consequently he did not resume business, and 
ceased to employ the traveller. It was held that the traveller 
was entitled to recover substantial damages for his employer's 
breach of contract, on the ground that his employment was not 
confined only to articles manufactured by the defendant: Z’urner 
v. Goldsmith (1891, 1 Q. B. 544). 

In another rather peculiar case a traveller was engaged to 
travel in certain countries, and before the expiration of his 
agreement 1t was found unprofitable by his employers, owing to 
a fall in prices, to take orders in the particular countries, and 
they refused to send him on any further journeys or to pay him 
his travelling expenses. Mr. Justice Biauam held that they 
were justified in so doing, more especially as they continued to 
pay him the salary due under his agreement: Lagerwall y, 
Wilkinson (80 L. T. N.S. 55). 

In numerous cases the courts have been called upon to decide 
as to the validity of covenants contained in agreements with 
commercial travellers, restraining them from engaging in a 
rival business after the termination of their contracts. In the 
following cases the restrictive covenants have been upheld, and 
injunctions have been granted restraining the travellers from 
breaking their agreements—e.g. Mumford v. Gething (lace 
makers’ business) (29 L. J. C. P. 105); Rousillon v. Rousillon 
(champagne merchants) (14 Ch. D. 351); Parsons v. Cotterell 
(wine merchants) (56 L. T. 839); Malls v. Dunham (antiseptic 
manufacturers) (1891, 1 Ch. 576); Rogers v. Maddocks (malt 
liquor business) (1892, 3 Ch. 346); Cussen v. O'Connor (mer- 
chants’ business) (32 L. R. Ir. 330). In all the last-mentioned 
cases the court held that the restraint, having regard to all the 
circumstances of the case and the nature of the employment, 
was not greater than was reasonably necessary for the protec- 
tion of the employer, though in Cussen v, O’ Connor (supra) it 
was held that the court had a discretion to limit the operation 
of the injunction against the traveller to a shorter period than 
that contemplated by the agreement. 

On the other hand, the restrictive covenants were declared 
void in Allsopp v. Wheatcroft (brewer’s business) (42 L. J. 
Ch. 12); Hooper and Another v. Willis (builders’ merchants) 
(93 L. T. 236); and also in Erhmann v. Bartholomew (wine 
merchants) (1898, 1 Ch. 671). 

The bankruptcy of a commercial traveller does not per se 
dissolve the contract of employment: McCall v. Australian 
Meat Co. (19 W. R. 188); Bailey v. Thurston & Co. (1902, 
2 K. B. 397). In the latter case it was held that an undis- 
charged bankrupt, employed as traveller for a firm, under a 
contract made before the commencement of the bankruptcy, 
could maintain an action for a wrongful dismissal occurring 
after the commencement of the bankruptcy, the trustee in the 
bankruptey not having intervened in the action. But where 4 
traveller became bankrupt and was in receipt of a salary of 
£100 a year, it was held that the court had power under 
section 53, sub-section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to order 
him to set aside an annual sum of £20 thereout for the benefit 
of his creditors: Re Brindley (1887, 4 Mor. Bkcy. Rep. 104). 

On the other hand, where the traveller was receiving £2 
week, with a commission of 3? per cent., and the employer 
became bankrupt, it was held that the traveller was in receipt of 
a “salary” in respect of his services within the meaning of the 
Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy Act, 1888, section 1, and 
was therefore a preferential creditor and entitled to payment 
of his salary in full, whch was under £50, the amount limited 
by the Act of Parliament: Re Klein, Ex parte Goodwin (W. N. 
1906, p. 148). Under the earlier Bankruptcy Acts it had been 
decided that a traveller engaged at an annual salary was en- 
titled to preferential payment of his salary as a “clerk or 
servant”: Ex parte Neal (Montagu and Macarthur’s Reports, 
194); not so if he were paid by commission only: Hz parte 
Simmons (30 L. T. O. S. 311). 

Further, where a company engaged two travellers to act for 
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them on commission for three years in a certain district, and 
the company was wound up before the end of the three years, it 
was held that the traveller was entitled to compensation in 
respect of commission for the unexpired portion of the term: 
Re Patent Floor Cloth, Dean and Gilbert's claim (41 L. J. 
Ch. 476). 

After the termination of his contract, a traveller has no 
right to commission on subsequent orders from customers 
introduced by him prior to the date of such termination, unless 
there is an express stipulation to that effect in his agreement : 
Barrett v. Gilmour & Co. (17 T. L. R. 292, 6 Com. Cas. 72) ; 
Salomon vy. Brownfield (12 T. L. R. 239). And when such ex- 
press stipulation exists, the tendency of the court is to award 
him a lump sum by way of compensation for such commission, 
instead of giving him an annuity, or taking an account of all 
orders received after the expiration of the agreement: Salomon 
v. Brownfield (supra); Faulkner v. Cooper (4 Com. Cas. 214). 
In the last-mentioned case Matuew, J., said: “Salomon v. 
Brownfield was tried before me. I held in that case that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to an annuity, but vo damages, and 
the case was referred to arbitration for the damages to be set- 
tled. Difficulties arose in the arbitration, and the case came 
back to me, and I awarded one lump sum as damages.” Simi- 
larly it has been held that advertising agents and canvassers for 
advertisements for newspaper proprietors have no right to com- 
mission after the termination of their agreement: Bettany v. 
Eastern Morning and Hull News Co. (16 T. L. R. 401); Gerahty 
v. Baines & Co. (19 T. L. R. 554). 

In the Liverpool County Court it has been decided 
that “samples” and “accounts” belonging to a _ tra- 
veller aye not personal luggage so as to render a 
railway company liable for their detention: Bayley v. 
Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co, (18 Soxicirors’ 
JournaL 301). But quite recently the same company was held 
responsible for the loss of a traveller’s “skip,” containing 
samples of cigars, which by express agreement they had con- 
tracted to carry, such “skips” not being ordinary personal lug- 
gage: Wilkinson v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. 
(1907, 2 K. B. 222). Although the company, in the last-men- 
tioned case, agreed to carry the goods on condition that they 
should be relieved from all liability for their loss, yet, as no 
special contract had been signed by the plaintiff, the court held 
that the provisions of section 7 of the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Act, 1854, applied, and the condition was thereby made void. 

One or two more cases may be briefly noticed. A traveller 
engaged for the sale of goods in the provinces, and who is author- 
ized to receive payment for them in money, is not authorized to 
receive suck payment in other goods: Howard v. Chapman 
(4 C. & P. 508). Further, a county court judge has ruled that 
if a traveller, in breach of his agreement, fails to supply daily 
reports pf the places which he visits, this is misconduct 
on his part which entitles the employers to dismiss him 
forthwith: Dickens v. Stockall (121 L. T. n. (1906), p. 95). 

The above decisions, it is believed, include the more im- 
portant cases dealing with the subject which are to be found 
in the Law Reports during the past few years. 








Reviews. 


Law for Overseers. 


REGISTRATION OF Vorers: A PRACTICAL GUIDE TO THE PREPARATION 
OF THE LisTs, FOR THE Usk oF OVERSEERS, ASSISTANT OVERSEERS, 
V ESTRY CLERKS, TowN CLERKS, REGISTRATION OFFICERS, RATE 
COLLECTORS, AND ALL Persons CONNECTED WITH THE REGISTRA- 
TION OF ELxcTors. By M. Moroney, Barrister-at-Law. SECOND 
EpiTIon. Sweet & Maxwell. 


The first edition of this little book made its appearance four years 
ago. It has proved very useful to those persons for whose especial 
benefit it was written; and they will find this new edition consider- 
ably improved and in some ways simplified. The revising barrister, or 
the lawyer asked to advise on a point of registration be will not 


find much use for the book ; but it is aimirable for the class which 
may be comprehensively described as ‘‘ overseers.” 


HAppEN’s OverskERs’ HANDBOOK: Barixc A ComPLETE AND 
PracTICAL GuIDE TO THE Law RELATING TO THE PuWERS, 
Duties, AND LIABILITIES OF OVERSEERS, ASSISTANT OVERSEERS, 


CottecTors oF Poor RATES, AND VEsTRY CLExKS. By W. HB. 
Dvumspay, Barrister-at-Law. Tatro Epition. Hadden, Best, 
& Co. ~ 


This is u book intended for the benefit of the same class of persons 
as the book last noticed above; but whereas the latter gives these 
persons information on one branch only of their duties, this work is 
comprehensive and deals with all their multifarious duties, the most 
important of which are probably those relating to valuation and 
the making and collecting of rates. Ten years’ use of this book has 
tested and proved its value; and we have no doubt that a new edition, 
brought well up to date and carefully revised, will be weloomed. Tt 
is an extremely practical and useful work. 





Medico-Legal Problems, 


TRANSACTIONS OF THE MEpIco-LEGAL SooreTy FoR THE YEAR 1906- 
1907. Edited by R. Henstowk WELLINGTON, Barrister-at-Law, 
Deputy Coroner for the City of Westminster and the County of 
London, Lecturer on Medical Jurisprudence, Westminster Hospital 
School of Medicine, Corresponding Member of the Société de 
Médicine Légale de France; and STANLEY B. ATKiNsoy, M A., 
M.B., Barrister-at-Law, Justice of the Peace for the County of 
London, Member of the Central Midwives Board. Vor. IV. 
Balliére, Tindall, & Cox. 

The fourth volume of the Transactions of the Medico Legal 
Society, of which Mr. Justice Walton is the president, contains much 
useful reading. Among the most interesting contributions is a 
paper by Dr. Russell Wells entitled ‘Is Euthanasia Ever Justifi- 
able?’’ Under this heading, which, as the author himself points out, 
may be misleading, is discussed the question of whether, in cases in 
which a patient has no chance of recovery and is suffering violent 
pain, it should be permissible for the doctor to administer to him the 
coup de grace in the form of some potent drug. There is also an 
interesting article by Dr. W. Wynn Westcott relating to twelve years 
of his experiences as a London coroner, Dr. Claye Shaw contributes 
a paper on ‘ Suicide and Sanity,” and discusses the question as to 
whether suicide is always an insane act. We are glad to note that 
the hon. secretaries are able to report a continued prosperity in the 
affairs of the society and an increase in the numbar of members, 
which now stands at 129. 





Stolen Goods. 


THE RECOVERY OF STOLEN Goops aND Goops OBTAINED BY FRAUD. 
By Cuarctzs L. ATreNBOROUGH, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Haynes. 

This little book professes to deal with the rights and remedies of 
persons who have, by the thefts of others, been deprived of their 
goods. The whole subject-matter can, of course, be found in various 
other text-books, but the author hopes that it will be useful to 
persons who have to advise upon such points, and possibly to justices, 
to have the information gathered into one book. The author is 
evidently master of his subject, and has left little more which can be 
suid upon it. 





Blood Stains. 


Bioop STains: THER DETECTION AND THE DETERMINATION OF 
Turik Source. A MANOAL FoR THE MEpDIcaL awpd Lraar 
Proressions. By Major W. D. SuTHERLAND, of H.M. Indian 
Medical Service, Doctor of Medicine. Balliére, Tindall, & Cox. 
The aim of the’author of this work has been to collect in one book 

all the modern tests by which the nature and source of blood stains 
may be determined. The subject is one of great importance from 
the medico-legal point of view, and the author may be congratulated 
on having produced a book which cannot fail to be of use to all who 
are interested in the administration or the practice of the criminal 
law, 








Lawrance and Bigham, JJ., have fixed the following commission days 
for the winter assizes on the Midland Circuit : Aylestary, Veiey January 
31; Bedford, Tuesday, February 4; Northampton, y, February 7; 
Leicester, Tuesday, Fe 11; Oakham, Saturday, February 15; Liticoln, 
Monday, February 17; Derby, Monday, February 24; Nottingham, 
Monday, March 2; Warwick, Friday, March 6: Birmingham, Thursday, 
March12. Bigham, J., will not join the circuit antil Nottingham is reached, 
and at the conclusion of the business there Lawrance, J., will return to 
London, while Bigham, J., will go on to Warwick alone, afterwards joining 





Jelf, J., at Birmingham, 
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Correspondence. 


An Advocates’ Defence Union. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—May I crave the indulgence of space in your columns to put 
forward a project, which, I trust, will meet with the support of the 
whole of the solicitor branch of the profession, especially those who 
practise as advocates in the various courts? It is proposed to form an 
Advocates’ Defence Union; the scope and aims being, briefly :— 

(a) The resistance to, and prevention of, encroachments on our 
rights and privileges by all unauthorized persons whether as a class or 
as individuals. 

(b) The increase of the scale of fees applicable in the county courts 
to solicitors appearing without counsel. 

(c) The representation of the union upon the Councils of the Law 
Society, and of the various law societies throughout the country. 

(d) The promotion, and support of, legislation, tending towards the 
attainment of the above objects, or in any way conducive to the 
interests of the members. 

It may be objected that these are matters to be dealt with by the 
Law Society: to that objection the rejoinder is that unfortunately the 
majority of the Council take little interest in advocacy practice (that 
being a branch which they have left to others to cultivate) and there- 
fore neither can, nor do, realize the grievances under which we labour. 
What these hardships are is well illustrated by the enclosed verbatim 
report of certain proceedings at the Bootle (Lancs.) Police Court on 
the 6th and 7th of December last. 

In these days of trades unionism, no sense of false pride, or mock 
modesty, should prevent us from being ‘‘ armed and well-prepared, ’ 
especially when in so doing we are merely ranging ourselves along- 
side, and coming into line with, the other professions ’’; witness the 
Medical Defence Union and Clergy Defence Union. 

Each year which sees organized protest and opposition neglected, 
also witnesses the tighter fixing of the wedge of the unauthorized 
person, until the position becomes intolerable for qualitied prac- 
titioners. 

Though trite, it is none the less true, that union is strength, we 
have to present a bold front to preserve our rights, for it is due to 
indifference in the past, that the advocates’ prof-ssion has had, and is 
having, so many blows inflicted upon it 

The subject has only to be ventilated in your columns in order to 
secure a large, influential, and enthusiastic body of adherents to the 
proposed Union. J. A. HowarpD-WarTson, 

26, North John-street, Liverpool. 

[The report referred to by our correspondent in a condensed form 
was published, ante, p. 137.—Eb. S.J.] 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


CREMINS v. GUEST, KEEN, & NETTLEFOLD. No. 2. 14th Dec. 


Master any Worxman—lInivry To WorkMAN—CovursE oF EmPpLOYMENT— 
Workmen's Compensation Acr, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1. 


The local condition that to entitle a workman to compensation the accident must 
happen ‘‘ on, in, or about’’ the place of emp'oyment is no longer in force, but the 
accident must happen in the course of his employment. If it is an implied term 
of the contract of employment that the employers shall provide the workman with 
conveyance to and from his home, an accident during such conveyance is an accident 
in the course of his employment. 


This was an appeal by the employers from a decision of his Honour 
Judge Bryn Roberts which raised a question whether a workman who was 
killed on his way home from his work met with the accident in the course 
of his employment within the’ meaning of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906. The deceased resided at Dowlais, but was employed as a 
repairer at the appellants’ pit, which is situate some six miles from 
Dowlais. A large number of workmen, from 700 to 800, travel daily from 
Dowlais to Bedlinog, by means of a workmen’s train which is run in the 
morning in time to get the men to their work and to bring them home in 
the evening after they have finished their day’s work. The train is run 
under an agreement between the appellants and the Great Western and 
the Rhymney Railway Companies upon the joint line of the latter, the 
coaches being the property of the appellants, while the engine and brake 
van are the property of the railway companies, whose servants are in charge 
of the train. The train is run exclusively for the convenience of the 
appellants’ workmen, and no charge is made against the workmen for so 
travelling, but they are under no obligation to travel thereby, and there is 
no difference in the wages paid by the appellants to the workmen who use 
the train and the workmen who do not use it. The platform at Bedlinog, 
where the workmen alight in the morning and from which they leave again 
in the evening, is erected upon the railway companies’ property. The 


by the 5 agg or their predecessors, and their servants repair and light 
the platform. The platform is about a quarter of a mile away from the 
lamp-room, where the workmen would get their lamps before descendi 
the mine, and the colliery premises at the nearest point are 196 yards from 
the platform. Access could only be obtained to the colliery premises by 
the workmen passing along a public highway after leaving the platform, 
The contract between the appellants and their workmen is contained in an 
agreement known as the conciliation agreement, the 11th of December, 
1905. By clause 15 of this agreement it is provided that the owners and 
workmen at the respective collieries of the owners shall be bound to 
observe and fulfil and shall be subject to all customs, provisions, and 
conditions existing in December, 1879, at the collieries respectively, and 
no variation shall be made therein by owners or workmen except by 
mutual arrangement at the collieries respectively or by the decision of 
the board. The day shift on which the deceased workman worked, began 
at 7.30 a m. and ended at5 p.m. On the 9th of July, 1907, the deceased 
was on the platform at Bedlinog about 5 30 p.m., waiting to return home, 
As the train came up to the platform the deceased was pushed on 
to the railway in a rush for the train and killed. The county court 
judge in the above circumstances found that the relationship of master 
and servant existed between the employers and the deceased at the time 
of the accident, and he made his award in favour of the applicant, the 
deceased’s widow. ‘The employers appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Frercuer Mouton and Farweu, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R,—Cremins was a collier in the employment of the 
appellants. He and many other colliers lived at Dowlais, six miles from 
the colliery. A train composed of carriages belonging to the appellan' 
but driven by the Great Western Railway Co.’s men, daily convey 
Cremins and many other colliers from Dowlais to a platform erected by 
the appellants on land belonging to the Great Western Railway Oo. The 
colliers were the only persons allowed to use the platform, but there is a 
station open to the public at a short distance. e colliers walked from 
the platform by a high road to the colliery, which is about a quarter of a 
mile from the platform. A similar train conveyed the colliers from the 
platform to Dowlais. The colliers were conveyed free of charge. Oremins 
was waiting on the platform to get into the return train when he was 
knocked down and was kilied by the train. His widow claims com- 
pensation on the ground that the accident arose ‘“‘out of and in 
the course of his employment’”’ within the meaning of section 1 of the 
Act of 1906. Now under the old Act, section 7, there was a further con- 
dition—viz., that the accident must occur *‘ on, in, or about ’’ the mine, the 
word ‘‘ about ’’ having the meaning of propinquity to the mine. I assume, 
without deciding, that under the old Act the widow’s claim would have 
failed. But this local condition is no longer in force. Yet it is still as 
necessary as before to establish that the accident arose not only out of but 
‘in the course of’? the employment. Now, the county court judge 
has found that it was an implied term of the contract of service that 
these trains should be seevidedl by the employers and that the colliers 
should have the right, if not the obligation, to travel to and fro without 
charge. This being so, it seems to me clear that the employment began 
when the colliers entered the train in the morning and ceased when they 
left the train in the evening, and that the employers are just as liable as 
they would admittedly have been if the accident had happened at the 
colliery itself. To avoid misconception, I desire to say that I base my 
judgment on the implied term of this contract of service, and that it by no 
means follows that every workman is entitled to the protection of the Act 
whenever an accident happens to him on his way from his home to his 
employers’ place of business. In my opinion this appeal fails. 

F.iercner Movtron, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Farwett, L.J., agreed.—Counset, C. A. Russell, K.C., and Parsons; 
8S. T. Evans, K.C., and Kelly. Soxicrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for @, 
§& W. Kenshole, Aberdare ; Ullithorne § Co., for Jones § Co., Merthyr Tydfil. 
[Reported by J. I. Srim.ine, Barrister-at-Law.] 








PERRY v. WRIGHT. CAIN v. LEYLAND & CO. BAILEY », 
KENWORTHY (LIM.). GOUGH v. CRAWSHAY BROS., CYFARTHA 
(LIM.). No. 2. 14th Dee. 


Master anp Servant—Insury To WorkMAN—GRADE or EmPLoYMENT—= 
AveraGe Weerxty Earnincs — Enrorcen Sroppaces — Workman's 
Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), Fiest Scugpvute, ss. 1, 2. 


In calculating the average weekly wages of a workman who has met with an 
accident which entitles him to compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, if it is impracticable at the date of the accident to compute the remunera- 
tion, the court should have regard to the average earnings of persons in the same 
grade of employment, ing by grade the particular rank in the industrial 
hierarchy occupied by the workman, such as shepherd, collier, carter, gc., and not 
to his greater or less excellence in that rank, though it is still open to consider 
whether the individual workman is above or below the average in that rank, A 
step up or step down from one grade to another is to be regarded as commencing @ 
Sresh employment, but ab due to illness or other causes beyond the control of 
the workman is to be disregarded and the employment reckoned as continuous, 
notwithstanding such absence. 


All these cases raised important questions of construction of sections 1 
and 2 of the first schedule of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. 
The facts of the various cases appear sufficiently from the judgments of the 
Master of the Rolls. The following are the material portions of the sections: 
First schedule.—Scale and conditions of compensation. (1) The amountof 
compensation under this Act shall be—(a) Where death results from ini, 
ab If the workman leaves any dependants wholly dependent upon 











platform, together with a shelter for the workmen, were originally erected 








earnings, @ sum equal to his earnings in the employment of the same 
employer during the three years next preceding the injury, or the sum of Z 
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one hundred and fifty pounds, whichever of those sums is the larger, but 
not exceeding in any case three hundred ds, provided that the amount 
of any weekly payments made under Act, and any lump sum paid in 
redemption thereof, shall be deducted from such sum, and, if the period of 
the workman’s cmployment by the said employer has been less than the 
gaid three years, then the amount of his earnings during the said three 
years shall be deemed to be one hundred and fifty six times his average 
weekly earnings during the period of his actual employment under the 
gaid employer ; (+) where total or partial incapacity for work results from 
the injury, a weekly payment during the incapacity not exceeding 
fifty per cent. of his average weekly earnings during the previous twelve 
months, e has been so long employed, but if not, then 
for any less period during which he has been in the employment of 
the same employer, such weekly payment not to exceed one pound. 
(2) For the purposes of the provisions of this schedule relating 
to “earnings” and ‘‘average weekly earnings’’ of a workman, the 
following rules shall be observed: (a) Average weekly earnings shall 
be computed in such manner as is best calculated to give the rate per week 
at which the workman was being remunerated, provided that where, by 
reagon of the shortness of the time during which the workman has been in 
the employment of his employer, or the casual nature of the employment, 
or the terms of the employment, it is impracticable at the date of the 
accident to compute the rate of remuneration, regard may be had to the 
average weekly amount which, during the twelve months previous to the 
accident, was being earned by a person in the same e employed at 
the same work by the same employer, or, if there is no person so employed, 
by # person in the same grade employed in the same s of employment 
and in the same district . (ec) employment by the same employer 
shall be taken to mean employment by the same employer in the grade in 
which the workman was employed at the time of the rear soy uninterrupted 
by absence from work due to illness or any other unavoidable cause. All 
four appeals were brought by the workmen or their representatives. 


Tae Covrt (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer Moviron and 
Farwett, L.JJ.) allowed the appeals in the first and third cases, but 
dismissed them in the second and fourth. 

Cosens-Hanpy, M.R.—In each of these appeals a question is raised as 
to the prineiple upon which the amount of compensation payable under 
the Act of 1906 ought to be ascertained. Each involves the consideration 
of two very difficult and obscure sections—namely, sections 1 and 2 of the 
first schedule to the Act ; and I think it desirable in the first instance to 
discuss the general scheme of this part of the Act and the meaning of 
those sections apart from the circumstances of any particular case. Under 
the Act of 1897, Schedule I., s. 1, the amount of compensation was 
prescribed in language the effect of which was, in many cases, to make the 
workman’s compensation almost illusory, The Legislature obviousl 
intended to correct hardships of this nature, though the manner in maven | 
the result has been secured is somewhat strange. Section 1 (a) and (4) of 
the Act of 1906 is an exact repetition of section 1 in the earlier 
Act; but section 2 is a new section, which purports to lay down 
certain rules for the interpretation of section 1, and for the guidance 
of those whose duty it is to assess compensation. Now, it is obvious 
that section 1, construed by itself, deals with the ordinary case of 
a workman employed by only one employer and for a sufficient period to 
enable his ‘‘ earnings’ or his ‘‘ ave: earnings’’ to be computed with 
mathematical accuracy, It does not contemplate concurrent contracts of 
service or employment which in its nature is casual. From some reason, 
which is not obvious, three years is the standard period in case of death, 
whereas twelve months is the standard period in case of partial incapacity, 
but in either case provision is made for taking an average for any less 
_. The prt history of the workman furnishes adequate material 

ordinary circumstances, Section 2 contemplates circumstances which, 
though not uncommon, may be deemed out of the ordinary course, It 
lays down certain rules which must be observed wherever ‘‘ earnings ”’ or 
° —» weekly earnings’’ occur in the schedule. The dominant 
principle is to be found in the first sentence of (a): ‘ Average 
weekly earnings shall be computed in such manner as is best 
calculated to give the rate per week at which the workman was 
being remunerated.’’ This can scarcely be confined to one date— 
namely, the date of the accident ; for under section 1 (a) and (4) it is clear 
that other dates cannot be disregarded. Then follows a proviso which 
contemplates that there may be cases in which computation is impractic- 
able. No mandatory words are there used, the phrase is simply *‘ regard 
may be had.’’ The sentence is not grammatical, but I think the meaning 
is this—where you cannot compute you must estimate, as best you can, 
the rate per week at which the workman was being remunerated, and to 
assist you in making an estimate you may have regard to analogous cases. 
Whether the task is ‘‘ impracticable” must be decided as at the date of 

the accident. This may be due to deaths, loss of books, or other circum- 
stances. The rate of remuneration may have to be ascertained or estimated 
not merely at the date of the accident, but during some earlier period. 
For example, a collier who has been for twelve months employed in a 
colliery whose books have been all burnt is entitled under 1 (4) to com- 
pensation based upon his average weekly earnings during that period. It 
cannot be that the proviso has no operation in such a case. The analogous 
cases referred to in the proviso by way of guides are the average weekly 
amount which during the twelve months previous to the accident was being 
earned by a person in the same grade employed at the same work by the 
same employer, or, if there 1s no person so employed, by a m in the 
same grade employed in the same class of employment endl tm the same 
district. This language is borrowed from section 3 of the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880. I am not aware that the word ‘* grade ’’ in this con- 
a has never been interpreted. I think it refers to the particular 

in the industrial hierarchy occupied by the workman, such as shep- 


herd, carter, or common labourer on a farm, or mason or bricklayer 
bricklayer’s labourer in the building trade, and not to his greater or 
excellence in that rank. It is a question of fact whether there is any 
“* grade”? to which the workman , and it is likewise a 

fact what is the average w amount earned in any grade. 
If there is no grade, an mate must nevertheless be made, The 
section primarily contemplates highly organised industries, but it if 
impossible to limit the Act to such industries. Having found 
that the man has a particular grade and what are the average wages 
in that grade, there is no obligation to adopt those average wages as 
the basis of compensation. The personal element then comes in. It 
will still be open to consider whether the individual workman is an average 
man or is above or below an a’ man. This must be so where men 
in a particular grade are employed on piece-work. You cannot reject 
evidence of the skill a — of the somes py A ow al w - 

ment is at so much per hour for every man ina cu 

Pail and efficiency of the individual may perhaps be , though 
Iam not prepared to say that the age and the habits of the individual 
may not have such an influence upon his chance of employment as to 
deserve consideration, The wages earned at the date of the accident 
cannot be the sole test. Such a test would operate most unfairly some- 
times for and sometimes against the workman. There are many employ- 
ments in which work is more plentiful and wages are higher at some 
seasons of the year than in other seasons, For a, the wages of 
agricultural labourers are higher during harvest. In all cases in which 
accurate mathematical computation is im cable, the object aimed 
at should be to estimate what I may call the normal rate of remunera- 
tion of the injured man. This the main overriding idea, and 
to this idea every doubtful suggestion must yield. Days in which 
no work is done and no are earned must be disregarded, 
except in the one case suevaid for in 1 (a). Section 2 (5) deals 
with the case where a workman works for se employers under con- 
current contracts of service, and adds ther all his earnings for the 
purpose of charging the employer at the of the accident, who has to 
pay compensation on that footing. Section 2 (¢) defines ‘‘ employment b 
the same employer.”’ Its e is very obscure, but I understand it 
to mean this: Any step up or step down from one e to another is to 
be regarded as commencing a fresh employment. But in cale any 
of the periods mentioned in section 1 you are to disregard absence due to 
illness or to causes beyond the control of the workman, and to reckon the 
employment as continuous, notwithstanding any such absence. This will 
be only a presumption which may be rebutted by evidence that the work- 
man was in fact discharged on the ground of such absence and subse- 
quently re-engaged. The later sections of Schedule I. will doubtless 
give occasion to discussion on some future occasion, but, as they have no 
direct bearing upon any of the appeals now before me, I think it desirable 
to say nothing about them. It remains to deal with the separate appeals. 


Perry v. WaRicat. 


The applicant, Perry, is a casual dock labourer at Liverpool. The 
respondent is a master stevedore. The accident happened on the 24th of 
July while Perry was at work on the steamship Pegue in the Alfred Dock, 
Seacombe. Perry had only worked two days for Wright at the date of 
the accident ; Perry has no regular employment, but works some 
for one firm and some days for another, just as a job turns up. 
county court judge has found that it is ‘‘ impracticable ’’ to compute the 
rate of remuneration, and that me casual labourers there are “‘ no 
definite grades,’’ but that the men form themselves into grades of 
and bad, the former earning on an av about 30s. a week, the 
latter about 15s.a week He also found Perry was aman of poor 

hysique owing to drink and did not stick to his work, and that he must 
be placed in the e of a bad workman, which means of 
lis. a we: oo we was eo = footing. one 
appeals, and on t is com t 
oo be awarded on the basis of the standard wages paid to casual 
dock labourers in the district. For the reasons stated in my preli 
observations, I think the county court j has misdirected 
as to the meaning of the word “ grade.’ word does not involve 
or depend upon individual characteristics. Each grade may, and indeed 
must, have good and bad members. The and the are not two 
grades. I think the case must go to the county conrt jnage 
to decide whether casual dock labourers form a distinct C) 
hierarchy of labour, and, if so, what are the average gs in that 
grade. He may have regard to these average , but be will not be 
bound to take these average earnings as the basis of his award. He has 
seen Perry, and is satisfied that he was not getting, and would not get, the 
full average. But Perry must not be put into an artificial class of bad 
workers entitled to only half-wages. If, however, the ag oe | court jndge 
should decide that casual dock labourers do not form a distinct grade, 
will then be necessary to estimate the proper compensation as best he can 
without the aid afforded by the proviso in section 2 (a). 


Cam v. Leytanp & Co. 


Cain was a casual shipwright at Liverpool and met with a fatal accident 
on the 6th of August while working for the respondents. 
begun work for the respondents on that morning, though he had from time 
to time worked for the respondents as a casual hand. The res; 
have regular hands and casual hands. The standard union rate of 
wages for shipwrights, whether casual or regular, is 7s. a day, with 
extra pay for overtime. The county court judge has found that it is 
impracticable to compute the rate o 
must be had to section 2 (a). He also finds that a casual shipwrigh 
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in the same grade as a regular shipwright, and that the ea of the 
former are much less than the 1 y347y= 
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the average weekly earnings of a casual shipwright at Liverpool during 
the twelve months previous to the accident were £1 10s. He has awarded 
the applicant £234 under section 1 (a), Notwithstanding some slight 
ambiguity in language, I think the county court judge did not mis- 
direct himself, and that, his findings of fact not being open to review, 
his award must stand. As I read his judgment, he has not held himself 
bound, as a matter of law, to adopt the average wages as a basis. But 
there being no evidence to shew that Cain was either better or worse than 
an average man, he has thought fit to adopt that basis. The appeal must 
be dismissed. 
Bartey v. Kenwortny. 

Bailey is an operative spinner employed by the respondents in a cotton 
mill at Ashton-under-Lyne. He met with an accident on the 9th of July, 
1907. He had been in the employment of the firm in the same capacity 
for more than twelve months. H's actual receipts from the firm during 
the twelve months amounted to £33 2s. 1d. I gather that he was paid by 
the piece and not by time. In the course of the year there were stoppages — 
(a) by reason of a canal having burst its banks; (4) during the ‘* Wakes 
Week,’”’ when all the mills at Ashton are closed; (c) by reason of 
accidents to boiler and machinery ; (¢@) on Bank Holidays. The county 
court judge has divided the £83 2s. 1d. by 52, and given 15s. 114d. as 
compensation during incapacity, that being one-half the weekly wage 
thus ascertained. In my opinion this was wrong. Days during which no 
work was being done ought not to be taken into account in arriving at the 
average wage. The £83 2s. ld. ought to be divided, not by 52, but 
by the actual weeks or portions of weeks during which work was done. 
This is in accord with the general schem:2 of the Act and with the inter; 
pretation placed by me upon section 2 (c). It was not Bailey's fault that 
the m ll was shut down during any of the periods (a), (4), (c), or (d). His 
absence from work was unavoidable so far as he was concerned. The 
award must be varied by inserting the proper figure on the above basis. 


Gover v. CrawsHay Bros. (Li™.). 


Gough was a collier employed by the defendants. He met with two 
accidents, the second of which was fatal. ‘The first occurred on the 28th 
of March, 1906, and resulted in partial incapacity. The respondents paid 
compensation at the rate of 15s. 8d. per week. He got better, though 
never able to perform his old work. He was offered by the respondents, 
and accepted, light employment on the 12th of December, 1906, and a 
registered agreement was entered into, which, so far as is material, was as 
follows: ‘‘ It is hereby agreed between the said workman and the said 
employers that the said weekly compensation of 15s, 8d. shall be reduced 
to one-half the amount of the difference between £1 11s. 4d. per week 
and the average earnings of the workman from such light employment, 
provided the said difference does not exceed 1/s. 8d. per week. It is also 
agreed that the employers will pay to the workman compensation after 
the rate of 15s. 8d. per week during his incapacity to follow light employ- 
ment owing to the injury referred to.’’ Gough was thenceforward 
employed to carry batteries in the mine, and while engaged in that 
employment the second and fatal accident occurred on the 10th of July, 
1907. The county court judge has held that the man was not working 
as a collier, that he was employed to carry the batteries, and that that 
is a grade of work, and must be treated as such. I cannot see that the 
judge has misdirected himself or that we can say, as a matter of law, that 
there cannot be a grade of battery carriers, and that he must have retained 
his old grade of a collier. If so the basis of compensatioa was properly 
taken on the footing of his employment in that grade of a battery carrier 
from the 12th of December until his death. It was somewhat faintly 
suggested that the money payable in respect of the first accident ought to 
be added to his earnings. But compensation money is one thing and 
earnings are another thing. In my opinion this appeal fails. 

Fietcuer Mov ron, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Farwet1, L.J.—I have come to the same conclusion in all these cases, 
and I had prepared a judgment on the general effect of the Act as far as 
it relates to all of them; but, inasmuch as my conclusions are based on 
somewhat different reasons, and perhaps are not altogether consisteut 
with those given by the Master of the Rolls and Fletcher Moulton, L.J., I 
have thought it best, in the interests of the public, not to run the risk of 
delivering it. 

In Perry v. Wright—Counsei, Horridge, K.C., and Cuthbert Smith; Leslie 
Scott. Soricrtors, G. J. Lynskey, Liverpool; Weightman, Pedder, $ 
Weightman, Liverpool 

In Cain v. Leyland ¢ Co.—Counset, Stewart-Brown; C. A. Russell, K.C., 
and Greaves Lord. So.icrrors, Hill, Dickinson, § Co., Liverpool ; Helder, 
Roberts, § Co., for J. A. Boehn, Liverpool. 

In Bailey v. Kenworthy—Ovvnsex, 8. T. Evans, K.C., and Adshead Eliott ; 
C. A. Russell, K.C., and Wingate-Saul. Soxtcrrors, Jaques § Co., for 
Baguley, Ashton-under-Lyne; Bower, Cotton, § Co., for Pownall, Ashton- 
under-Lyne. : 

In Gough v. Crawshay Bros, (Lim.)—Covnset, §. 7. Evans, K.C., and 
Retel,'¢ vt henge egy Rese Albert Parsons. So.icrrors, Smith, 
Rundell, » for Morgan, Bruce Nicholas, Pontypridd; C. ° 
Kenshole, Aberdare. hire ie ; ee 

Reported by J. I. Sriruixo, Barrister-at-Law. 
ANDREW v. BRIDGMAN. No. 2. 11th Dec. 

Lanpiorp AND Tenant—Lease—Covenanr AGAINst Assignment WITHOUT 
OConsent—Payment ror Leave to Assicn—Conveyancine Act, 1892 (55 
& 56 Vicr. c. 13), s. 3. 

Section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, does not make the payment of a fine 
Sor license to assign illegal so that it can be recovered back by the lessee who pays 
tt, but the demand for a fine relieves the lessee from his obligation to procure the 








This was an appeal froma decision of Channell, J. The plaintiff claimed 
£45, which he alleged he had paid under protest to the defendant's 
solicitors in the following circumstances : The defendant was the plaintiff's 
tenant of certain premises in Kentish Town-road under a lease which 
contained the following proviso: ‘‘ The lessee will not assign, underlet, or 
part with the possession of the premises or any part thereof without the 
consent of the lessor first had and obtained.’’ In April, 1906, the plaintugf 
desired to assign the lease and asked for the defendant's consent. The 
defendant refused to consent except upon the terms that the plaintiff paid 
her £15. The plaintiff's solicitor protested that this was a demand for, 
fine or premium contrary to the provisions of section 3 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1892. The matter then dropped fora few weeks, but subsequently 
the plaintiff paid the £45, and also £5 in respect of the cost of drawi 
up the license. By her defence the defendant denied that the payment 
was wrongful or contrary to the provisions of section 3 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1892, or that it was paid under protest, and she alleged that the 
plaintiff was indebted to her in a sum of £10 for an illuminated sign for 
the premises comprised in the lease which the plaintiff had ageeed to take 
over; that she had paid certain insurance premiums on the contents of the 
premises for which the plaintiff was liable; and that the £15 was paid in 
discharge of those claims and also in consideration of her not requiring 
the plaintiff to make a deposit of £150 as a guarantee for the due execution 
of certain repairs which she alleged the plaintiff was liable to do under the 
lease. On the evidence Channell, J., came to the conclusion that the £45 
was not paid under protest. He also held that there was some considera- 
tion for the bargain in the giving up by the defendant of certain of the 
claims she was making. Section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, did 
not make the payment of a fine illegal, but simply made the payment of 
a fine something not contracted for. In these circumstances he gaye 
judgment for the defendant. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Frercugr Mouton and Farweu, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—I accept without any hesitation the finding of 
the learned judge in the court below that the £45 was not paid under 
protest. The learned judge having found that as a fact, I shall proceed 
on that footing, and nothing I have to say must be regarded as having any 
application to a case when there is payment under protest. If there had 
been a protest here the money might or might not have been recoverable, as 
to that I say nothing. In the present case a sum, first, of £50, and then of 
£45 was asked for by the defeadant and paid by the plaintiff in terms, 
according to the receipt, for license to assign. If that had been an 
illegal payment different considerations would arise, but it has been held 
by the Court of Appeal, in Waite v. Jennings (1906, 2 K. B. 11), that 
section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, does not make a payment illegal. 
Stirling, L.J., in that case, put it: ‘* It does not seem to me that the taking 
of a fine would be illegal, so that the assignees who paid it could recover 
it back ”’; and I think that the other members of the court agreed that the 
section did not make a payment illegal. If that is so, we must read into 
the covenant in the lease a proviso analogous to the more common form of 
proviso, that the consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. Now, ina 
long series of cases, beginning with Zveloar v. Biggs (L. R. 9 Ex 151), which 
was followed in Sar v. House Property and Investment Society (16 Ch. D. 
387), it has been held that the effect of a proviso of this kind is not to 
impose any obligation upon the lessor to give his consent, but to relieve 
the lessee from the obligation of the covenant and entitle him to assign 
without obtaining the consent, if it is unreasonably withheld. That was 
the view taken of the effect of this section by Vaughan Williams, LJ., ia 
Waite v. J-nnings. LT agree that the observation was in the nature of an 
obiter dictum, but it seems to me correct. I therefore do not regard the 
decision of Channell, J., which seems to me perfectly correct, as in any way 
rendering this most useful and valuable provision in the Acta nullity. 
On the contrary the demand of a fine or anything in the nature of a fine 
enables the lessee, by virtue of this provision, to dispense with his lessor’s 
consent. On the short ground that the payment was not illegal the 
plaintiff is not entitled to recover. In the present case there is the further 
point that the money was paid to answer other claims by the defendant, 
but I desire to base my judgment on the ground that the payment, nob 
being illegal and not being paid under protest, cannot be recovered. 

Firrcner Movttron and Farwett, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the 
same effect.—CounssL, Colam and Dwyer; Schiller. Soxicrrors, Bowker; 
Godfrey § Webb. 

[Reported by J. I. Srietine, Barrister-at Law.) 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Bramincuam Law Srupeyts’ Socrery.—Dec. 17.—Mr. E. Olutterbudt 
in the chair.—The following moot point was discussed: ‘‘ A. has a stable 
on his land, and enjoys a right of way to it over B.’s land. In course df 
time A. pulls down the stable and builds a dwelling-house in the samé 
place. B. now refuses to permit him to use the way. 1. Is B. justified 
in so refusing? 2. Would he be justified if A. built a new stable attached 
to the houseP”’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. H. Birkett 
Barker, F. B. Darling, G. Atkinson, L. M. Kinsella, W. Wright, ané 
E. H. Clutterbuck‘ and in the negative, Messrs. G. A. Baker, A. & 
Tanfield, O. F. Gloster, R. W. Frazier, H. V. Argyle, and T. R. Owens. 
After the chairman had summed up, he put the first question to i 
meeting, and the voting resulted as follows: For the affirmative, 6; i 
the negative, 6. 
affirmative. The second point was lost by 6 votes to 5. 


The chairman gave a casting vote in favour of Ui 
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Permissive Waste. 


We have been favoured, by the direction of Sir William Meredith, the 
Chief Justice of the Common Pleas Division of the High Court of 
Justice for the Province of Ontario, Canada, with a copy of the judg- 
ment of a Divisional Court, delivered on the 6th of May last, in a 
case of Morris v. Cairncross, on appeal from the judgment of Chan- 
cellor Boyd, at the non-jury sitting at Toronto. The question was 
whether a lease by a tenant for life under a will was void, as not 
being made in conformity with the requirements of the Settled Estates 
Act, 1895, of Canada, which requires such a lease to be made “ with- 
out impeachment of waste.’’ The learned Chief Justice, in the course 
of a lengthy and exhaustive judgment, in which he referred to and 
commented on all the authorities, after discussing several preliminary 
uestions, said: There remain to be considered two questions: (1) 
yhether a tenant for years is answerable for permissive waste; (2) 
if answerable, whether the terms of the lease are such as to relieve 
the respondent from oe which otherwise he would be under 
for permissive waste. ad it been possible to do so, I would wil- 
lingly have followed the course taken by the Chancellor in Patterson 
y. Central Canada Loan and Savings Co. (29 O. R. 134), and have 
refrained from ‘‘delving into the ancient law’’ as to the liability of a 
tenant for years for permissive waste. I am not, however, at liberty 
to do so, because in the case at bar it is necessary for the court, for 
the solution of the questions raised, to determine whether such a lia- 
bility exists, and if it does the nature and extent of it. I would 
have been justified in resting my decision as to the existence of the 
liability upon Yellowly v. Gower (11 Exch. 274), had it not been that 
it was argued that the authority of that case has been shaken, if not 
destroyed, by subsequent decisions and by the effect of the Judicature 
Act, and that if I had come to that conclusion it would still be neces- 
sary to ascertain what are the nature and extent of the liability of a 
tenant for years for the state and condition of the demised premises. 
Yellowly v. Gower was decided in 1855 by the Court of Exchequer, 
the judgment of the court being delivered by Baron Parke, and was 
supposed, as the text writers say, to have ‘‘stifled the doubt”’’ that 
had before existed as to the liability of a tenant for years for permis- 
sive waste. This doubt, as Baron Parke points out, was raised by 
three cases in the Common Pleas: Gibson v. Wells (1805, 1 Bos. & 
P. N. R. 290), Herne v. Bembow (1813, 4 Taunt. 764), and Jones v. 
Hill (1817, 7 Taunt. 392), and as to them he said, at p. 292: ‘‘ Upon 
examining these cases, none of which appears to be well reported, the 
court seems to have contemplated the case only of a tenant at will in 
the two first cases, and in the last no such proposition is stated as that 
atenant for years is not liable for permissive waste.’? The opinion of 
the court was stated in no uncertain terms (at p. 292): ‘‘We conceive 
that there is no doubt of the liability of tenants for terms of years, 
for they are clearly put on the same footing as tenants for life, both 
as to voluntary and permissive waste. he remarks of Baron 
Parke as to the three cases in the Common Pleas were, I think, well 
founded. In Gibson v. Wells, the proof at the trial was that the defen- 
dant was a tenant at will only, though in one count of the declaration 
it was alleged that he was a tenant for years, and the observations of 
Sir James Mansfield at the trial as to liability for permissive waste, 
though general in character, must be read, I think, as applying to the 
case with which he had to deal, that of a tenant at will In Herne 
v. Bembow the authority cited for the proposition that an action 
on the case does not he for permissive waste is the Countess of 
Shrewsbury’s case (1600, 5 Co. 136), but that also was the case of a 
tenant at will. The declaration in Herne v. Bembow was in case in 
the nature of waste, and it would seem that the decision turned upon 
the form of the action, for the court is reported to have said (at 
p. 765): ‘‘Whatever duties the law casts on the tenant, the law will 
raise an assumpsit from him to perform (if there be no covenant in his 
lease for the performance), but that is a very different case from a 
declaration framed in tort like this.’’ What is apparently the case 
reported as the Countess of Shrewsbury’s case (5 Co. 13b) is also re- 
ported, sub nomine, Countess of Salop v. Crompton (Croke Eliz. 
777, and again at p. 784). In Jones v. Hill the statement of Gibbs 
C.J. (at 7 Taunt. 395), was: ‘‘I do not say whether permissive waste 
may or may not lie, but it is impossible that it should be waste to omit 
to put the premises in such repair as A. B. had put them into.”’ I 
have been unable to find any reported case since Yellowly v. Gower 
in which the question of the liability of a tenant for years was dealt 
with, until 1880, when it was thus referred to by Lopes, J., in Wood- 
house v. Walker (1880, 5 Q. B. D. 404, at p. 407): “‘It is not necessary 
in this case to enter into the question whether an action on the case 
for permissive waste can be maintained against a tenant for life or 
years, upon whom no express duty to repair is imposed by the instru- 
ment which creates the estate. The modern authorities, or rather the 
dicta upon this point, appear to be strangely in conflict with the ancient 
reading of the statutes: see notes to Greene v. Cole (1670, 2 Wm. 
Saunders, 644).’” Next came the case of Davies v. Davies (38 Ch. D. 
499). There the question arose, as it does in the case at bar, in an 
action to declare a lease not to be a valid exercise of the leasin wer 
conferred by the Settled Estates Act, and Kekewich, J., held that a 
tenant for years was impeachable for permissive waste, founding his 
judgment not only upon his own opinion, but also upon the authority 
of Yellowly v. Gower. The learned judge referred (p. 503) to a case 


which had been recently argued in a Divisional Court on the sub- 
ject of the liability of a tenant from year to year. The name of the 
Case is not given, but in a note to the report Barnes v. Dowling 


(44 L. T. N. 8. 809), is said to be the case referred to. This is evi- 
dently a mistake, for Barnes v. Dowling was decided seven years 
before, in 1881, and was at once reported in the Law Times, and it 
was moreover the case of a tenant for life. The learned Chancellor 
declined to follow Yellowly v. Gower and Davies v. Davies. He had 
already, in Patterson v. Central Canada Loan and Savi Co, 
(supra), adopting the view of Kay, J., in Re Cartwright, Avis v™ 
Newman (41 Ch. D. 532), determined that a tenant for life was not 
impeachable for permissive waste, and that determination logically 
required the same holding as to a tenant for years, for tenants for 
ears are by the statute put on the same footing as tenants for life: 
i am, with great respect, of ag that even if Re Cartwright was 
well decided, we ought to fol Yellowly v. Gower, followed aa it 
was by Kekewich, J., in Davies v. Davies, unless the 
Judicature Act makes it necessary to follow the rule in equity, 
which undoubtedly was not to interpose its aid in the case of per- 
missive waste. This rule of equity was not based u any different 
view as tv the legal liability from that entertained by courts of 
common law, and si do not find anywhere any clear statement of 
the reason for its adoption. [After referring to several decisions, the 
learned judge said:] In Barnes v. Dowling it was held that since the 
Judicature Act an action for permissive waste is not maintainable. 
That case was decided by Lopes, J., who delivered the judgment of 
the court, and Stephen, h e estate of the plaintiff was equitable, 
and his claim was for permissive waste against the tenant for life. 
The court said, at p. 810: ‘The legal liability of a tenant for life 
for waste may be doubtful, but authority is strong to shew there is 
no liability for permissive waste in equity’’; and after referring to 
certain equity cases, the learned judge proceeded to say: ‘‘The weight 
of authority in equity is, therefore, clearly against an action for per- 
missive waste, onl if there is any variance between the rules of equity 
and the rules of common law with reference to permissive waste, we 
are bound to give effect to the former. We think this action is not 
maintainable for permissive waste.’’ The ratio decidendi in Barnes 
v. Dowling is criticized by the writer of an able article on Permissive 
Waste in the Soxicrrors’ Journat of the 5th of October, 1889, vol. 33, 
at p. 744. The writer points out that the liability of a tenant for 
life, who has the legal estate vested in him, ‘‘depends upon statute, and 
is not imposed by a mere rule of the common jaw,’’ and expresses the 
opinion that the provision of the Judicature Act upon which the court 
proceeded cannot for that reason alter the liability of such a tenant 
for life, and a similar view is taken by Mr. C. B. Labatt, in an article 
in the Canada Law Journal, vol. 31, at pp. 533-4. I entirely agree 
with this view, even if it be that the rule in equity to which I have 
referred depended upon a different view being taken in courts of equity 
of the effect of the statutes from that which was entertained by the 
Common Law Courts. As put by Lord Esher, in Harrison v. Duke of 
Rutland (1893, 1 Q. B. 142, at p. 149), “‘the intention of the Judicature 
Acts, no doubt, was that, where the principles of law and of equity 
differed, the principles of equity should prevail.’’ The most that can 
be said as to the course of courts of equity in regard to claims for 
permissive waste is that they did not actively interfere where the 
estates were legal, but left the claimant to his remedy at law, and that 
they did not interfere where the estates were equitable, and I see in 
this course nothing that involves any conflict or variance between the 
rules of equity and the rules of common law as to the remedy by a 
legal remainderman for permissive waste by a legal tenant for life or 
for years. . . . Apart from Barnes v. Dowling, the only English 
case supporting the view of the Divisional Court in /atterson y. Central 
Canada Loan and Savings Co. is Ke Cartwright, Avis v. Newman 
(41 Ch. D. 532), referred to with approval by North, J., in Re Freman, 
Dimond v. Newburn (1898, 1 Ch. 28, 32), and followed by the same 
judge in Re Parry & Hopkin (1900, 1 Ch. 160). Mr. Justice Kay, 
though Yellowly v. Gower was cited by counsel, does not refer to it 
in his judgment, unless it be when he speaks of “certain dicta of Baron 
Parke and the late Lord Justice Lush’’: Re Cartwright, Avis v. 
Newman (41 Ch. D., at p. 536). I do not understand how the decision 
of the court in Yellowly v. Gower can properly be referred to as a 
dictum of Baron Parke. Probably the reference is to what is to be 
implied from Baron Parke’s observation that he would have held that 
a tenant for life was impeachable for permissive waste, just as the 
court held a tenant for years to be. The cases relied on by Mr. Justice 
Kay are Gibson v. Wells, Herne v. Bembow, and Jones v. Hill, which 
he treats as authorities for the proposition that an action for permissive 
waste will not lie even against a tenant for years, and Barnes v. 
Dowling, all of which I have already discussed, The main ground of 
Mr. Justice Kay’s decision, however, is stated on p. 536: ‘Since the 
Statutes of Maribridge and of Gloucester there must have been hundreds 
of thousands of tenants for life who have died leaving their estates in 
a condition of great dilapidation. Not once, so far as legal records 
go, have damages been recovered against the estate of a tenant for 
life on that ground. To ask me in that state of the authorities to hold 
that a tenant for life is liable for permissive waste to a remainderman 
is, to my mind, a proposition altogether startling. I should not think 
of coming to such a decision without direct authority upon the point.’ 
For an avie criticism of this judgment I refer again to the article on 
Permissive Waste in the Soxicrtors’ JournNaL, and to Mr. Labatt’s 
article in the Canada Law Journal, vol. 37, p. 535, et seg. . » 
An independent inquiry into the question, fortified by the result of 
this examination of the principal cases in England, Ireland, and the 
United States, and of the opinions of text writers and commentators, 
leads me to the conclusion that Yellowly v. Gower was rightly decided, 
and that its authority has not been impugned or aff by any sub- 
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sequent case, or displaced by the provisions of the Judicature Act; and 
I may point out that the commissioners by whom the laws of England 


introduced into this province by the Constitutional Act of 1792 (32 
Geo. 3, c. 1) were revised and consolidated must have reached the 
same conclusion as that to which I have come, for, as revised, the 
Statute of Marlbridge reads: ‘‘Lessees making or suffering waste on 
the demised premises without license of the lessors shall be liable for the 


full damage so sustained.’’ 








Legal News. 


General. 


The trustees of the National Portrait Gallery have accepted asa gift from 
Major-General Sir Coleridge Grove, K.C.B., a portrait of his father, the 
late Right Hon. Sir William Grove, F.R.S., the eminent experimental 
philosopher and judge of the High Court of Justice. 


Ridley and Pickford, JJ., have fixed the following commission days for 
the winter assizes on the Northern Circuit: Appleby, January 31; 
Carlisle, February 3; Lancaster, February 7; Manchester, February 12; 
Liverpool, February 29. Mr. Justice Pickford will go on the circuit alone 
until Manchester is reached, when Mr. Justice Ridley will join him. 


Walton, J., has fixed the following commission days for the second 
part of the South-Eastern Circuit: Hertford, February 7, civil business 
not to be taken before Monday, the 10th; Lewes, February 11, civil 
business not before Friday, the 14th; Maidstone, February 19, civil 
business not before Monday, the 24th; Guildford, February 26, civil 
business, Saturday, the 29th. 


A. T. Lawrence, J., has fixed the following commission days for the 
winter assizes on the South Wales Circuit—namely, Haverfordwest, 
January 11; Lampeter, January 15; Carmarthen, January 17; Brecon, 
January 22; Presteign, January 25. At the conclusion of the business at 
the latter place the judge will return to London, and will go back for the 
second part of the circuit at Chester on March 7, and Cardiff March 14, at 
which two places Mr. Justice Bray will join him, 


The Master of the Rolls, on Friday in last week, referred to the progress 
which has been made in disposing of appeal cases. According to the 
Evening Standard, he said that every appeal case that was in the list at the 
beginning of this term had either been disposed of or was in that day’s 
Reber, with a few exceptions, which were held over for special reasons. 

is satisfactory result would not have been obtained by the exertions of 
the ordinary members of the Court of Appeal. It was largely due to the 
invaluable help which they had had from the Lord Chancellor, Lord 
Halsbury, the Lord Chief Justice, and Sir Gorell Barnes, 


There has been, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, a great outcry 
against the lamentable waste of judicial strength through the demands of 
the circuit system. Judges are constantly being called away to try the 
most trivial matters, with disastrous effects on the course of legal business 
in London. It is now stated to be in the minds of the judges to stay this 
waste by ordaining that there shall never be fewer than ten King’s Bench 
judges in town, any duties on circuit which the remainder are unable 
to discharge being transferred to Commissioners of Assize. That is a 
scheme which meets with great favour in professional circles, because it 
would ensure an adequate judiciary to deal with the High Court lists, and 
tend to reduce arrears. Assuming that ten King’s Bench judges are to be 
in constant attendance, how will the question of accommodation be 
affected? At present there are two Appeal Courts, six Chancery Courts, 
nine King’s Bench Courts, and two courts appportioned to the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division—nineteen in all. In normal circumstances 
there would be one too few to meet the requirements of the case. But 
should it be deemed desirable to hold a third Court of Appeal, as has been 
the case throughout this term, and that instead of ten there are fifteen 
King’s Bench judges available, the disparity in the proportion of judges 
to courts would be greatly increased, and some such arrangement would 
be necessary as has obtained this week. The desirability, therefore, of 
immediate active steps being taken to increase the accommodation is patent. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette—Fripay, Dec, 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liamirep ty CHAaNcERY. 


Avamepa Ou Co, Limirep (1m Vo.tustary Liquipation)—Creditors in the United 
are required, on or before Jan 11, and elsewhere on or before Jan 27, to send their 

names and addresses, and Mah cia of their debts or claims, to Alfred Edward 
Maidlow Davis, Threadneedle House, Bishopsgate st Within. Templer & Co, Lombard 
st, London, solor for liquidator 

Gusset & Bivinetos, Luurep (tx Votuxtary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
before Jan 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Ward & Co, Gracechurch st, solors to liquidators 

Inonstroxs Syxpicate, Liuttep — Creditors are requued, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Thomas 
Wills, 5, Gray’s inn sq. Bird & Hird, solors to liquidator 

Kezze.e Baoruens, Lintrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to R. W. Brown, 48, 
Léncoln’s inn fields, Ingram, Ciement s inn, solor for liquidator 

Isout Morors, Liwren (1s Voutuntary Ligvurarion)- Creditors are uired, on or 
before Jan 24, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Edwin Alexander Slee, 4, St. Stephen’s chmbrs, Baldwin st, Bristol, and 
Robert Stoley, 27, Walbrook, Saw & Soas Queen Victoria st, solors for liquidator, 


Mewnovip Vate Darry Co, Luurep (1x Votuntary Ligeipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 20, to s-nd their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to F, Harold Sully, 19 and 21, Queen Victoria st, liquidator 

Mesquitat Gop Mines, Liwiteo (in Votuntary Ligoipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 16, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts gy 
claims, to George Paxton Burch. 65, London wall, liquidator 

Nive Fiorina Co, Lisrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 30, to send 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles James 
March, 23, Queen Victoria st. hder & Higgs, Mincing In, solors to liquidator 

Premier Expcoration anp Development Syspicats, Limirep (in Votuntary Ligurp,. 
TI0N)—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 16, to send their names and 
and a apamae of their debts or claims, to ld Arthur Searle, 65, London wall, 
liquidator 

Riecey & Sons, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 3, to send their names 
and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Robert Miller, ry 
Harrington st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Roap Biocx Gotp Mings or Inp1a, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 3, 
to send their names addresses, aud the particulars of their debts or 
William Leonard Bayley, 6, Queen st pl. Francis & Johnson, Gt Winchester st, 
for liquidator 

Saxwi axp Baoute Gotp Mines, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
ay ome — Baltic House, 27, Leadenhall st. Samuel & Co, Gt Winchester st, solor 

iquidator 

Scatrercooo & GraeatueaD, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 30, to send 
their names and addre«ses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to 
_— Taylor, 125, Edmund st, Birmingham, Pri , Birmingham, solor fg 

jiquidator 

Srrepv & Power, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send thelr 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. E. Killey, 
19, South John st, Liverpool. McMillin, solor for liquidator 

T Pearson & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 10, to send ther 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Kem 
Vodkins, 2, Broad st pl, Finsbury circus 

T W Nortoy & Co, Lourep - Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send in thelr 
names and add:esses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to D H Cra 
Geez, Bishopsgate st Within. Voules & Welch, Bishopsgate st Within, solors for 

iquidator 

Wa .pen, Kine, & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to F Woolley, 1, 
Above Bar st, Southampton, liquidator 

W H Liypsay Co (Sarptey), Liairep (1m Ligurpation) —Creditors are required, on or 
before Jn 31, to send their pames an4 addressss, the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Reginald Arthur Vinter, King’s Arcade, Bradford, Wright & Co, Shipley, 
solors for liquidator 

Wituam Asner & Co, Limren (in Votuwtary Liguipation)—All persons having 
claims are required to lodge affidavits and claims with David Black, Hope st, Glasgow, 
liquidator, on or before Jan 3 








Creditors’ Notices 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Dec. 6. 
Geune, Ane, Sanaliie, Carmarthen Dec31 Jones v Nicholas, Swinfen Eady,J Davies, 
Warps, = Joun Watrer, Dean Lodge, Sevenoaks Jan 10 Hodges v Warde, 
Joyce, J Cunliffe, Chancery ln 
London Gazetie.—Tuxsvay, Dec. 10. 
Towner, Freperick Epwarp, Hastings Feb1 Towner v Towner, Neville, J Phillipsé 
Cheeseman, tings 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Dec, 13. 
Boyce, Ricnagp Dixon, Woodditton, Cambridge, Training Groom Jan 8 Swinfen Eady, 


J Russell, Newmarket 
Mason, Wactrer Henry, hester, Busi Transfer Agent Jan 18 Bennett vy Maso, 
Registrar, Manchester Marson, Manchester 
London Gasetie.—Fauipay, Dec. 20. 
Tanner, Rospeat Pisoxney, Didmarton, Chippenham, Wilts Jan 10 Tanaer vy Tanne, 
Swinfen Eady, J Bevir, Wootton Bassett 








Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Dec. 10, 


Baxter, CuagLcotre Waryer, Guildford Jan31 Mott & Son, Bedford row 
Bepwyat, Joun, Sheffield Dec 3i Stacey, Sheffield 
Broapsent, James, Hunslet, Leeds Dec 21 Neill & Holland, Bradford : 
Ba wy, THomas Forster, stoke Bishop, Bristol Jan 31 Barry & Harris, Bristol 
CaLvse we Jerraxy, Starbotton, Kettlewell, Yorks, Farmer’s Man Dec 26 Joseph Firth, 
tarbotton 
Cuvuacuitt, Witi14M, Dorchester, Barristerat Law Jan17 Burch & Co, Spring 
Crake, Wiiuam, Northampton, Saddler 81 Hensman & Co, Northampton 
Cocxcrort, Beyont, Spring Head Ehelf, nr Halifax Jan10 Perkins & Hind, Bradford 
Coryrortsa, WittiamM Houiipay, Lytham, Lancs Jan 11 Crofton & Co, Manchester 
Dave, Mary Aww, Earlestown, Lancs Jan25 Bullock & Co, Manchester 
Dopsworts, E.1zasets, Scarborough Dec27 Hick & Son, Scarborough 
Dotax, Tuomas Micuakt, Halifax Jan9 Land & Foster, Halifax 
Fazee t, Rossat, Southampton, General Storekeeper Feb1 Sheehy, Coleman st 
Giassoy, Rosgat James, Penrith,Cumberland Jani Scott & Co, Penrith 
Hesxers, Lavea Marripa Mary, Bryanston st Feb 1 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury 
Hopesox, Gearrupe Acatsa, Haslemere Jan8 Wade, st Helen’s pl 
Hoimes, Joan, Cardiff Jan 11 Dauncey & Son, Lig 
Ke.ianp, Sytvanus Parrarper, Lowden rd, Herne Hul Dec 31 Hendy, Barnstaple 
Lacey, Caag.es, Westcliff on Sea, Essex Jan 20 Anning & Co, Cheapside 
Lewis, Esenezen, Weston super Mare Feb7 Inskip & Son, Brisvol 
Mapieporam, Mary Ayn, Exeter Jan10 J & 8 P Pops, Exeter : 
Mawer, 8azau, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks Jan 15 Spry & Preston, Middlesbrough 
Morrat, Joun, Scotby, nr Carlisle Jan18 E & K J Hough, Carlisle 
Nogais, Eowaep Gaireiras, Bristol Jan 18 inson, W-ston super Mare 
Pome Lorrus Leicx, Butland gate, Hyde park Jan 17 Meynell & Pembertal 
ueen st 
Prox, Tuomas Epwagp, Gladsmuir rd, Highate Jan 15 Seagrove & Oo, Chancery la 
Poitarp, Joux, Auson rd, Cricklewood Jan 25 Holcombe & Banks, Great Jame ® 
Bedford row 
Ricuanpsox, Catmanixe, Manchester, Pawnbroker Jan $1 Chapman & Co, Mandel 
Sayps, Haery Horsratt, Bi ingham 





Birmingham, Artist Jan7 Thomas & Co, Birm 
Suetpoy, Louisa, Hanley Jan6é Huntbach Hanley 
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Sraruexsox, JosePa, Queen Victoria st 4 = ‘on, yon, Coney eq 
Touxixsox, Rosert, Rawtenstall, Lancs & Bons, 

Toxox, Henny Dacre, Manchester, Merchant eb 1 "Chorlton & Son, 

Tows, "Joux, Halifax, Wool Dealer Jan6 Jubb & ©o, 

Woon, Joszrs, Blackpool Jan 17 Leigh, Manchester 

Youxe, ALExanpzs, Col st, A tant Dec3i Young, Queen Victoria st 


London Gasette,—Fartvar, Dec. 13. 


AasotT, Mary, Englefield Green, Surrey Dec 31 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Barpock, AxwA Gipson, Winchester Jan 13 May & Co, Lincoin’s inn fields 

Basow, Anniz Jane, Congleton, Chester Jan 7 "Sheldon & Piant, leton 

Barer, ‘Joux, Ashford, Derby, Comb Maker Feb20 F &H Taylor. ewell | 

BorsincuaM, Wruam "Tuomas, Bishopsgate st Within, Produce Broker Feb 29 Robins | 
& Clark, Gt &t Helens 

Portes, Any, Oxford Jan14 Hazel & Baines, Oxford 

CaampEnLatn, Manta Evizavets, Swafield, Norfolk Dec17 Woolnough & Co, Bury St 
Edmunds 

Cusesenicut, Exizaneta, Gt Yarmouth Jan17 Sheard & Co, Clement’s inn 

Cianxe, Emma Jane, Woodfield pl, Harrow rd, Paddington Jan 15 Lydall & Sons, 
John st, Bedford ro 

CorquHoun, Geoxas, tanahy st, Southwark Park rd, Bermondsey Jan20 Batham & 
Son, Fowkes’ bldgs, Great Tower st 

CorsETT, Grorcz Epwarp Liverpool Jan13 North & Co, Liverpool 

Dattox, Josera, Cardiff = 16 Vanderpump, Enfield Town 

Darwent, Joun, Ecclesfield, Yorks Jan 17 mith & Co, Sheffield 

Dawkins, Tuomas, Bromley by Bow, Pawnbroker Jan 18 Bastard & Co, Salters Hall ct 

Dawson, Ev1zaBeTH, ‘borough Jan 31 Hart, Scarborough 

Drxos, poans, ec Vale, Forest Hill, Manufacturer’s Manager Jani13 Malkin & Co, 
Martin’ 


Epwarps, hy Ellesmere, Salop Jani10 Giles, Ellesmere 
Fartpey, Rev Gronce Hamsay, Bebington, Chester Jan7 Laces & Co, Liverpool 
Fasemay, Frevenick, Sarratt, ‘Herts, Beerhouse Keeper Jan 13 Sophia Freeman, care 
of FJ Freeman, Sarratt Bottorn 
Gapett, Ennest Faxpericx, Queen Anne st, Cavendish eq Jan 9 Hunt, Haymarket 
GooDALt, y Asam, 5 Stanley cres, Kensington Park gdns Feb 16 Clarke ke & Son, John st, 
0 


Geay, Henry Francis, Maidenhead Jan31 Eggar, Brighton 

Garay, WILLIAM ARTAUR, Westcliff on Sea, Essex Jan 31 Eggar, Brighton 

Hass, Bansara, Wynnstay gdos, — m Jan!i3 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Hassanp, Dicsy Va.entine, West ln, West Hampstead, Secretary Jan 12 
Courtenay & Co, Gracechurch st 

Hux, Mary Eveenis, Bath Jani4 White & Ogburn, Bath 

ones, Ooi Georce Bratiz Bensauin, Hobart pl Jan 10 May & Co, Liucoln’s inn 

Hosson, neg ta Pzeve, Sutton Bridge, Lincs, Farmer Jan 27 Mossop & Mossop, Long 
Sutton, | 

Senecz, Joux 1 poe Sutton Bridge, Lincs, Farmer Jan 27 Mossop & Mossop, Long | 

utton, Lincs | 
Howitt Joun, Whiston, Yorks Jan 28 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
Izox, aa, Little Packington, Wi Warwick, Farmer Jan 14 Colmore & Monckton, 
irmingbam 

Janay Bunapere Wooprorp, Exeter Jan 11 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 

Joxzs, Jon, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Plasterer Dec 23 Jones, L'anrwst 

Joxzs, Ropert, Treherbert Dec 31 Walters, Treherbert 

McGavock, CuaR.es, South Bank, Plasterer Jan 10 Hutchinson, Middlesbrough 

Mays, Jons, Hinderwell, Yorks Jan 14 Hoggett, Loftus 

Mus, Tuomas B, Brixham, Devon, Stationmaster Dec 25 Parsons, Brixham 

Nost, “Georae, Kennington "Park rd March 2 Yeo, Budge row 

Prox, Euma, Sudbury, Suffolk Jan10 Steed & Steed, Sudbury 

Puitirs, Many Catuenine, Eccleston sq Jan 31 Richardson & Sadlers, Golden sq 

Piaxt, CaaRes WituraM, Whaley Bridge, Chester, Coal Merchant Jan 31 Johnsons, 


tockport 
a a Joun Bexsamin, Chellow Dean House, nr Bradford Jani Jeffery, Brad- 
o 
1 a Jotiy, Burn Cross, Ecclesfield, Yorks, Farmer Jan17 Smith & Co, 
aa, oe Joux, Beaconsfield, Auctioneer Dec 25 Charsleys & Gibson, Beacons- 


Sraxtey, Eowarp Stanuey, Briigwater Jan81 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s ct, Charing Cross 
akt, Wi.L1AM, Blackpool Jan15 Houghton & Co, Preston 

Taomas, DaniK1, Trehertert, Licensed Victualler Dec 31 Walters, Treherbert 

Taomsox, EvizapeTu Puese, Iverna ct, Kensington Jan4 Field & Sons, Leamington 

Taospurs, Rev Jamzs Bvackwoop, a BD, Gilslan4, Northumberland Jan 31 
Denison & Slater, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Taror, Henry, Bradford Dec 21 Sacael, Bradford 

TeenEnye, Captain Owen Wit.iam, Cheltenham Jan 31 Griffiths & Waghorne, 
Cheltenham 

Vavenan, Rozert MarsHatt, R aaeens Forest West, nr Desford, Leicester Jan 13 
Stevenson & Son, Leiceste 


Watrnouse, Frances, "Rugby he 1 Fuller & Son, Rugby 

Wakes, ARCBIBALD Srarrorp, Ryder st, St James's ion 17 Tayloy, Staple inn 

Wantso, Samu - JAamMEs, Aigburth Vale, Liverpool, Manufacturer Jan15 Oleaver & Co, 
verpool 

_——. © pears Atreep, Spilsby, Lincs Jan 11 Stevens & Mager, King st, 
eapside 

Wisox, Resa, Stanningley, Yorks, Coal Merchant Dec 31 Wilson, Leeds 

















London Gasette.—Tunspay, Dec. 17 
Ac ea ate Walmer rd, Notting Hill, Cab Proprietor Dec30 Pheasant, 
el 
Baxtzr, Epwin, Leeds, Cloth Merchant Jani4 Wright & Co, Shipley 
Brace, Carouine, Northampton Febi J & C Markham, Northampton 
Boxngy, James Epwarp, Preston, Innkeeper Dec 23 Goodier, Preston 
a Middleton Junction, Lancs, Coal Merchant Jan 29 Entwistle & | 
Porge, WiLL1AM ALDERLEY, Moss Side, Manchester, Solicitor Jan 8 Rogers, Manchester 
Baapsaaw, gis, Riosase, Morice Town, Devonport, Boot Factor Jan 22 Goldsmith & Peck, | 
Devoopo' 

Batwoer, Erase: Mary seenee, Wi Windlesham, Surrey Jan 15 Lag & Co, Old Broad st | 
Baown, Mary Jaye Jounson, Kingston —— Hull Jan 30 ae Hull 
Buntinc, Joux Emanvew, Accrington, Solicitor Jan16 Bunting, Accrington 
Canyan, James Gneenwoop, Bradford, Drysalter Dec 31 Mossman & Co, Bradford 
Cangew, Exizapera Enoon, Southsea Jan 14 Behan, Old Serjeanta’ inn, Chancery In 
Otaax, Jane, Caton nr Lancaster Dee 21 Titcombe, Coline, Lancs 
CiEemenrs, Sanau, Trall, Somerset Jani15 Clarke, Taunton 

, Henny, Smail Heath, Birmingham Dec 28 Frith & Frith, Birmingham 
Davis, Ruts, Ferndale, Glam Jan13 Howell, Aberaman, A’ Aberdare 


| Fuitox, Annie, Penarth,Glam Feb 1 Miller & Co 
Ham, 


Brassseves, | Eaxzsr Ricuarn Avotruvs, Richmond Jan 31 Seniur & Furbank, 


heme, a, ay, F Feb 1 Baiy, Doe e 
oTt, Evrzzasera, Liverpool J: Radcliffe-Smith 

Gotnersiw, decare. ) power Green, Newcastle under Lyme be Knight & Sons, 
Haavr, Hawwan Gancume, Franconia rd, Clapham Jan 3i Francis & Co, Bishopgate st 


Within 
Haman, Gosnmana Apa, Whitefield, nr Manchester Jani3 Shippey & Jordan, Man- 


Meseove. Tenens Aornyon, Bryanston st Feb1 bay 1nd & Co, ahs ag y, SO 


| Hopxiws, Vioter Exvizaseta Hoop presen, Park mans, Albert 


Canning, Mitre chmbrs, Tem 


Inven, Mary Ann, Rhyl, Flint Jan mn Williams & Williams, Rhyl 


| Kewwanp, Taomas Arueatox, Bath Feb1 Kinneir & Co, 


Swindon 
wane es Emma Jutta, Gascony av, Kilbura Jan 31 Young & Co, Laurence 
ountney 
Samy = Hzwry Joux, Surbiton, Manufacturer Jan 31 Edell & Gordon, King st, 


Norvitt, Evces, Kewstoke, Somerset Jan 31 Ford, W 
ichmond 


Pa.muer, Witiiam James, Ri Dalston Marchi T Voee a & on, Bethnal Green rd 
Partinctox, Eowarp Scaorre.p, South Grove, Chester Jan 29 chester 
Partinetoy, Sanau Axy, a Jan 29 Milditch, 

Parrex, Joun, Slewton, Whim; Jan 2 Deasing & + Honiton 

Psacn, Fanny, Wroughton rd, Balham —_ 81 i Co, 

Pootz, Louisa, Weston super Mare Jan25 Baker & Weston super 

Rawpatt, Atrasp Jouy, Durand Cla; Feb 10 Burton & Son, Blackfriars rd 
Reywoups, WILLIAM Henry, Ferry , Yorks, Potter’s Printer Jan 31 Rawlins & 





RowsorHam, Cuarces, Macclesfield, Pablican Jan 10 py & Son, Macclesfield 
Sonars, Evizaseru Townsenp, Keynsham, Baker, Bristol 
Seance, Hararerr Exiza, Lee, — Jan 31 Kingetord e ‘ Essex st, Strand 
Suita, Janne, Clayton le Moors, Sandeman, Accrington 
Srzap, Eurty, Camden rd en Gate Co, Bedford row 


Sronz, Exizapera, Prest Jan 8 
Sunaiwer, Grorcs Jouy, Fernlea rd, Balham Jan 28 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 


Symes, Daniat, © on, Somerset, "Gardener Jan 14 , O Dasagone & Yorbes, Forbes, Bristol 
Tuomas, Eowanp, Thornton —. Dec 31 mageen amb, circus 
Turosse.i, Samvet, Northleach, Glos, Saddler a 18 Lam! —om 

Zeuames, Tuomas, Prestwich, Them "Agent Jan Gruody & Co, Manchester 
Troop, James, Liverpool, y? founder Jan 31 Snowball & Liverpool 
Wansvurrton, Tames, Bold, 8t Helen’s, 1 Farmer Jan 17 ebster, St Helens 
White, Teresa, Bebington. Chester Co, 

Wixes, Exvtzasers, Leamington, Warelek Jan 81 Greene & U: Bedford row 
Wi..1s, Jzsstz, Seacombe, Chester, Milliner Feb1 Carr, Atherton, pr 


London Gasette.—Fatvay, Dec. 20. 


Atston, Sir Frawcis Beriey. Tgciasien Feb1 Newman & Co, Clement’s inn 
Asn, Faeperick, Portsmouth, Fruit M t Js 31 Saaee oS Portsmouth 
fons mane eats. Eat Sal Pe J ai Mobberley, Lye Stourbrid 
ALL, Josepa, Ki ‘3, an 
Ba re Wits Huwey, N Northampton Jan 17 Kaapp- " Buckingham 


Sanne gs Bury, Lancs Janil Watson & Chell, Bury 
Berry Writes Epwarp, Wedhampton, Wilts, Farmer Jan 1 Norris & Hancock, 


Beows, Wirtsan Tomas Goopsarx, Old Trafford, Lancs, Clerk Jan 31 Boardman, 


Dyer, Haenizt, Bath Febi Stone & Co, Bath 

Epuvxos, Esenezer, Aberbeeg, Grocer Feb15 Watkins & Co, a. Fentypest 
Exuis, Bastt Pym, Oxshott, Surrey Feb 7 =. & Co, 

Evans, ALraep Eayest, Cheltenham, Clerk Jan 3i Earengey. 

Forssurw, Jonny, Windrush, Glos, Farmer Jan a Browa, Burford, O 

Fraser, Anve Evizapera, Little Hill, Instow, Devon Jan22 Toller & Co. Co, Barnstaple 


an 
. B 

oa. ao © Euzaseta, East Fat Contractor Jan 31 Brighten & Lemon, 

Maan, Ly Wi tam, Chilanga Government Station, Rhodesia, 8 Africa Jan 20 


irby 
Hatou, Aypaew Deeweart, Bath Jan 31 Smiles & Co, Bedford row 
Builder Feb 1 Bull. Ke 


Haycoox, Tuomas, Rothwell, N 

Heap, James, Rawt Farmer Febi Whitaker & ony 

Horrerr, Epwaxp Agar, Cam’ , Printeeller Jan 13 Clements, 

Humsa.e, Joux, Mansfield, Notts, Grocer Jun 25 Mansfield 

Houmpartes, Evizapeta, Wellow, Somerset Feb1 Stone & Co, Bath 

Ippox, Taomas, Bolton Jan 21 Richardson & Co, Bolton 

~— Tax, Wallington, top, Livery Sable Jan 31 ee 2%, wa wa on Sea 

eR, WILLIAM D on ellington 
Sp ty s, Leamington 


Lry, Mary Janz, Malvern, Worcester = —* 
Lowrsean, Et: ys 5 Anam, —— Jan 30 Bexhill on Sea 
Loy, James, er Bands, Lancs Feb 21 , Butoroft, Darlaston 


McCowacuey, Jonx, ‘Exmouth Jan 21 Srshee &'On, 
Mack, Mary, Gt Yarmouth Feb 1 ey Gt Yarmouth 


Owey, Marraa Axx, Fishguard, Pembroke Jan Williams, Fishguard 
Partisartox. Tuomas, Sutton, Surrey et Feb 1 Walls & Bons, 
Poncioxr, a Fox In, Palmers Green Jan 20 Rubinstein & Co, Raymond bidgs, 


Reeves, nesaen Highfield, Southampton Jan31 Waller, 
Reywoips, Taomas James, Victoria grove, Kensington + & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


, Joun, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Surgeon Jan 20 Hardwick & Bilaber, 
Srzpmay, Cuartes Hewey Ropers, 4h) India Jan 31 Greenfield & Cracknall, 


pl, 

| Sreraey, WitwiaM, Platt My oo  ooagg Me oad Wigan 
Srevens, Reszoca Hapore _— bo ey gg et “King .! Bristo} 
| ae oe alee Pet 1 We bd 2 Haber, 

ANNATT, JANE, u Liang Montgomery Jan 
TuorxtTawaits, Frances Mant, Keswick, Camberland an2i Robinson, Keswick 
| Wace, Rosgat, Surbiton, Solicitor Jan 20 Brose’ os. ‘Clement's ina 
Waker, Caantes Cameron, York Feb1 & Scruton, 
| Waurnew, Avice May, Southport Jaa 25 TSmest Joba Walthew, Green Moor, Buxton, 


Derby 
Ww .F Ep | ng Warwick Feb1 Jeffery & Oo, Birmingham 
Warcoso, Locr aus, Ashley wa, Bristol" Jan 8 Sturge, Bristol” 
Weiss, , Peeseness Foveanx, eee x Boling,  Sengiees Roatonenays Maker March 

Insurance Agent ae 1 Neumann & Holmes, Bradford 


PIR da Jameps, 


Wvarr-Daviss, Enyesr Revres Joux, Cambridge Feb1 Wyatt-Davies, Cannon st 











Asn. Epwis, Goldthorpe, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


ur Behebem, Yorks, Plumber Dele Pe Bucks Windsor Pet Oct 5 Ord 


Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 
; Axe, Astavr, Doncaster, Confectioner Sheffield Pet Dec gdns, Kensington 
London Gasette,—Farpar, Dec. 20. B is - aby ‘ine 8 aot, “ High our Pe Noe Maris "Ont Dent ons . 
EBOEIVING ORDERS. a an Evens Set etd an, ~. ‘olk, Farmer Butuer, Jounx - ry fo * orks, Joiner 
Hasay wedge FS. - Vi 


Attex, Josern ALvarp, Birchfields, Handsworth, Jeweller PUB ong Henmanx, Fore Posie High Court Pet } Cuanums, 
Birmingh Nov % Ord Dec7 » Surgeon 


am Pet Dec3 Ord Lec 18 


ciao 18’ Ord Deo 18 


Brighton P 





~ 
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Currrox, Hasay Wittiam, Yately, ents, Coal Merchant 
Pet Deo 17 Ord Dec 1 
Dawsox, Hennent, Norfolk et, Strand, -\~ jorrnccees 
ent High Court Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 1 
Exotanp, Witt1am Tomas, Ashford, Kent, sheds 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
irae eet, Bexhill, Boarding house Keeper Hastings 
Eveatxcuam, Harry, Rushden, Northampton, Draper 
Ni Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee 16 
Fenwick, Harry Armitacs, Penistone, near Barnsley, 
Plumber Barnsley Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
a Ieeart, cross st, Woollen Merchants High 
Court Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 
Hewett, Wit.iam, Westburton, Bury, Sussex Brighton 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
ee re Pontygwaith, Glam, Baker Pontypridd 
Dec 17 


Jonzs, Harry, Rawtenstall, Lancs,Draper Rochdale Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 


Jongs, Joun, Pen: , Lianllyfni. Carnarvon, Labourer 
Pet 16 Ord Dec 16 
Lasauy, Wit114M, Barnstaple, Seedsman Barnstaple Pet 
Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 


Les, Jous, and Fraycis Wituam Mitimay, Plymouth, 
Engineers Plymouth Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 16 

Laycayp, a Howe Bridge, Atherton, Lancs, Grocer 
Bolton Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Liyzr, ph Desborough, w<¥~T% Coal Merchant 

Northampton Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 1 

Loves, Berwauv James, Cowes, I W, | a 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Martrarws, Lucivs, Mere, Wilts Salisbury Pet Nov 26 
Ord Dec 16 


Leicester, 


Newport 


Mippuetox, Joun James, Barrow on Soar, 
Pai: Pet Dec 16 Ord — 16 
Mituiztt, Henry, Grovehill, Beverley, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 16 Dec 16 
aqgem, 58 Argtuve Marrix, Beckenham, 
High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Dec 18 
Partinatox, James, ee, _— Dealer 
chester Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 1 
Parttisow, Haray, Stockton on Toes, Grocer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 
Rees Epwarp, Argoed, Pettytsin, 
Nea Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 1 
Suiptey, Wituiam, Sparkbrook, Builder 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
Syypers, Caarues Henny, Northfield In, Nee Ealing, 
yeller Brentford Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 
Tanwer, CHARLes, mum Farm, Geese, Hants, 
mer bury Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 16 
Voort, Farpenice, Nottingham, Photo Enlarger Derby 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Werusaitt, Wictiam, Stretford, Lancs, Baker €alford 
Pet Dec 18 O 


18 
Wrxwr, Jouy, a, a Joiner 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 


ne? a 


Assott, Water Joux, Rugby, Grocer Dec 31 at 12 Off 
8 , Coventry 

ARoues, Lansitn, Sissinghurst, Cranbrook, Kent, Hop 

Grower Dec 31 at # Clarendon Restaurant, Broad- 
way, Tanbridge W: 

Beasae, Tromas nl Tiketshall, Suffolk, Farmer 

atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
furrier Jan 1 at il 


Auctioneer 


Man- 


Regs, Glam, 


"phen 


Portmidoc 


Bavonwirz, Heamany, Fore st, 


Bensty, WILLIAM, and Witu1am Artuur Roox t, Brighton, 
Upilenrers Jan 3at12 Off Rec, Bankruptcy bldgs, 


PB Ratrx, Northampton, Draper's Assistant 
Dec 39 at 11.30 Off Reo, Bridge st, — 

Brows, Sternen Russert, Ennismore gd 
Janiati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey TE 

——, Tuomas Roaca, Cly 
Dec 30 at Off Ree, "Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Boimen, Jonx ee South Bank, Yorks, Builder Dec 
Slatil Off Reo, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Dicker, WILiiam Joum, Sherborne, Dorset, Blacksmith 
Dec 81 at1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salis- 


Dow.ixa, bene Lianbradach, Glam, Baker’s Assistant | 
Deo 30 at 10.30 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 
Epwakps, Wenner, Kingston upon Hull, Gorn ¥ ‘actor 
Dec 30 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low: | 


gate, Hul 


mm 
acieetes 


| Qvenmin” CHARLES Henry, Northfield In, West Ealing, 


| Witsow, J, Forest Gate, Builder Jan2at3° 14, Bedford row 


ch Vale, Glam, Grocer | 


Exteyper, Artavur Wituram, Totland Bay, I of W, Board. 
ing House Proprietor Jan 1 at 3.1509 Rec, 33, Holy- 
rood st, Newport, I of W 

Etraick, Georoe, Barking, Essex, Cowkeeper Dic 31 at3 | 
14, Bedford row 

Fenwick, Harry Armitace, Penistone, nr Barnsley, 
Plumber Dec 30 at il Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley | 

Fixxecetein, Isreart, Redcross st, Woollen ‘Merchant 
Jan2ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Firzearaick, Artuur, Bradford, Mechanic Dec 30 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Manor row, Bradford 

Fveer, Davin, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Labourer 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Ginss, Joun Havey, Upper Richmond rd, Putney, Builder | 
Dee 30 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westmiaster Bridge } 

GREXFELL, CATHERINE. MADELINA, 8t Thomas, Swansea 
Jan 2ati2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea | 

Haroreaves, Henry Percy, Burnham on Crouch, Essex, 
Hotel Keeper Dec 30 at 12.30 14, Bedford row 

Hazris, Henny Georos, Lavington, Wilts Jan1 at 11.30 | 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Heviiar, Faep, Horfield, Bristol, Draper’s Assistant 
Jan 1 at 12.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hewerr, Wiitiam, Westburton, Bury Jan 2at3 Off Rec, | 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Hortos, Joun ALEXANDER, ey urne, Kent, Hotel 
Valuer Janilatil 9, King st, Maidstone 

Jones, Hanny Woopa tt, Port Talbot,Glam, Clerk Dec 31 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Jones, Samuct Beatiz, Port Talbot, Glam, Master Plumber 
Dec 31 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Kewnpatt, WiiiiamM Biitos, Cheltenham, Brush Maker 
Dec 31at 4 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham | 
Kenyon, Henry, Brierley, Yorks, Farmer Dec 30 at 1.45 
Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Leacertt, Josern, Burnham Market, Norfolk, Grocer Dec 
30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Love, Brawarv James, Cowes, [of W, Fishmonger Jan 1 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, I of W 

Luxer, Josera, Cheltenham, Cabinet Maker Dec 31 at 3 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Nortoy, Jonn 8mep.ey, Boscombe Park, Hante, Journalist 
Dec 30 at3 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

Parkes, Witt1AM Henry, Montpelier, Bristol, Commercial 
oe Jan 1 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 

risto 

Payse, Joseru, Watford, Hertford, Watercress Grower 
Jan 3ati2 14, Bedford row 

Prosser, Wiii14M, Abertysswg, Mon, Collier Dec 31 at 11 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Ritey, Denton, Stockton on Tees, Boilermaker Dec 31 at 
lt Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Ru SSELL, Tuomas ARTHUR, Cheltenham, Groom Dec 31 at 
3.80 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Suits, a Westcliff on Sea, Essex, Builder Dec 31 at 
12 14, Bedford row 


Des 31 at 11 


Traveller Jan 2at12 14, Bedford row 
Srantoy, Wittiam Noag, Wells, Somerset, Tailor Jan 1 
at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Tanner, Cuaaies, Ringwood, Hants, Farmer Jan 1 at 
Crown Hotel, Ringwood 
Taomas, Ricnarp, Lianllyfni, Carnarvon, Butcher Dec 30 
Dec 30 at 11.30 34, 





at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Tirrenx, James, Carlisle, Draper 
Fisher st, Carlisle 

Tuaney, ALBERT Epwarp, Nuneaton, Warwick, Jeweller 
Dec 3t at ll Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

baby NEVILLE, Reading, Dentist Jan lat 12 14, Bed- 
ord row 

Wiis, Sipnzy Groraz, 8t George, Bristol, Butcher 
Jan lat 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Waiatey, Hissert, Lower Cudworth, nr Barnsley, Farmer 
Des 30 at 10.15 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Asu, Epwix, Goldthorpe, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Plumber 
Sheffield Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 us 

Axes, Arrsaur, Doncaster, Confectioner Sheffield “Pet Dec 
i8 Ord Dee 18 

Baruam, Tuomas Hewry, Ilketshall, pute, Farmer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Dec17 Ord Dec1 

Barnett, George Epwarp Cecit, | er Green, nr 


| Butmer, Joun Tomas, 


| Emanvgt, Emanvugt, G 


Howes, &mzon, Wellin: 





Marky: ate, Dunstable, Stock Jobber Luton Pet Nov19 
Ord Dec 17 


Beat, Farpesick, Norwood rd, Tulse hill, 
Ord Dec 16 


High Court Pet Oct 31 7, Deape 
| Bucxworrta, 


Epwarp PowstL, Dengie, South 
Essex High Court Pet Oct 17 (Chelmsford Sept ™ 
Ord Dec 14 South B k, x . . 
a an! orks, Joiner 
i. Middlesbrough Pett Dec 3 Ord D : 
ORBIOGE, James, ing ae" * malted 
Nov 3) Ord Dec 17 y Pa 
Come gs, Henry Epwarv Avuptey, hton, Vi 
— Brighton Pet Dec 18° odie 18 a 
eo SHARLES Napier, Crown ct, + See Ace watent 
High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord De 
Evrasick, Georas, Barking, Essex, nha Chelms. 
ford Pet Nov 29 aL .. Dee 16 iteek 
oucester ter, Hyde p High 
Pet July 27 Ord Dec 16 o Om 


| Eveuanp, Witviam Taomas, Ashford, Kent, Commission 


HARLES Emmaica, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 
Augl9 Ord Dec 13 


== Canterbury Pet Dec 17 Oid Dec 17 
Erti, Cr 


| Fansuawe, Joun Tuomas, ee, Mill Furnishers 


Birmingham Pet Nov12 Ord 

Fenwick, Harry Armirace, Penistone, nr Barnsley, 
Plumber Barnsley Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Fivxecsrety, Isratr, Rederons st, eae Merchant High 
Court Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 1 

Gises, Joun Hater, Upper Richmond +" , Putaey, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Nov20 Ord D 

Hewett, Witutam, Westburton, Bury, _ Brighton 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 


| Hittmaw, WALTER, Pontygwaith, Glam, Baker Ponty. 


pridd Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 
n, Slop, Botenical Beer Manu- 
et Nov 20 Ord Dec 18 


inslow, Draper Banbury Pet Noy 
Jones, Harry, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Draper Rovhdale Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Jones, Joun, Penygroes, a Carnarvon, Labouter 
Bangor Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 
Keientry, Witwtam, Skipton in pies Yorks, Stock 
Broker Bradford Pet Oct 10 Ord Dec 16 
Laramy, WILLIAM, yaaa Seedsman Barnstaple Pet 
“ Dee 17 Ord Deo 17 man pm : 
EYLAND, RAtPa owe Bri therton, Lan Grocer 
Bolton Pet Dec 18 Ord Bec 18 ” 
Linge “7 Artuve, Desborough, Northampton, Coal Merchant 
Northampton Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 
Lova, Baxnarp James, Cowes, of W, Fishmonger News 
port Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Mippietox, Joun James, Barrow on Soar, Leicester, 
Paiater Leicester Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Mitietr, Hexry, Grovehill, Beverley, Yorks, Tankeeper 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 18 (id Dec 16 
Partixetox, James, Manchester, meee Dealer Mam 
chester Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 
Parrisoy, Harry, Stockton on Grocer Stockton os 
Tees Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 
Potiarp, WALTER Groras, Cranbourne st, Stationer Migh 
Court Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 
Rens, Rees Epwarp, Pontshydyten, Glam, Labourer Neath 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec li 
Smits, Francis pene Reading, Engineer Reading 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 16 - 
fuirn, Water, Moorgate Station fovten, Mo -rfields 
High Court Pet Sept13 Ord Dee 1 
Syypers, Coartes Henry, Northfield ™ West a 
Traveller Brentford Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 4 
Vocet, Feepesickx, Nottingham, Photo Enlarger Detby 
Pet Dee 14 Ord Dec 14 
Sa'tad | 


Weraenitt, Wititam, Stretford, Lincs, Baker 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Wuester, Louis, Warrington cres, ae Vale, Dotx 
High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 

Wricat, Wix1am, Alton, 1 ‘Boot Merchant Wis 
chester Pet Nov 19 Ord Dec 


Wrenz, Jonn, Lianrwst, Deabioh, Joincr Portmadoe %, 
ec 16 Ord Dec i6 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Dickiwson, Saunt, Lecds, Joiner Leeds Adjud 1 
1900 Annul Dec 9 


facturer Madele 
Horwoop, Harry, 
15 Ord Dec 4 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


MooRGatTHr 


FUND, LIMITED, 


‘ESTA BLISHED IN 1801. 


ermssere, < EG 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS — LICENSED PROPERTY. 








supervision of the Corporation. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


830 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Covnsel, will be 


on application. 








